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ABSTRACT ’.
Statistical 1nd1cators of 1nequality of educational -~
opp6rtun1ty developed through this study were applied to 1970 census
information concerning school resources and revenues and pupil '
characteristics to assess the extent of inequality in elementary and ,
secondary schools. Educational equality is defined as the prevailing

view ‘that all students should have equal access to the basic ’
educatlonal entitlement represented by a twelve-year elementary and
secondary education and that the level of educational resources
should not be dependent on the Wealth of localities. Indicators to
analyze disparities in the distribution of educdtional resources.and
revenues were chosen with regard to simplicity of construction,
¢larity, comprehensiveness, and ¢echnical accuracy. The measures of
educatlonal resources chosen include (1) current total expenditures
per student;. (2) expense for teacher salaries; (3) staff per pupil
(veighted by degree level) ; (4) current total expenditures per<
student with salaries controlled by degree level; (5) current total
expenditures pgr student, with salaries controlled by degree level .
and adjusted £Or equality; and (6) a composite of the previous five.
Applying the indicators to 1970 data suggests that in 1970, school
finance reform was still needed within states to decrease the

, dependencé of: resources on local wealth and that inprQVement in the
resource levels of racial, 'ethnic, and.poverty groups would requlre
an interstate solution. (Author/JH)
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This report describes the development of a methodology to provide
numerical substance to the concept of educational equality. A variety of approaches are

\

examined. To test concepts, available data bases offering the netessary amount of detail

' wére used. It is hoped that the report contributes both documentation of an inductive
approach to the measurement and a demonstration of the usefulness of this methodology ‘ ‘

in the formulation of policy.

This study was sponsored-by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) under a contract with General Research Cotporation (GRC) and-a subcontract -
with Killalea Associates, Incorporated. George E. Pugh served as Project Director and
developed the conceptual foundation and the analysis plan. J. Neil Killalea acted as -
Assistant Project Director. Bruce Loatman of Killalea Associates expanded and executed
the analysis'plan, and developed the computer system. Other participants in the project
were Robert J. Eckert, Joseph M. Firestone, ahd Lawrence Goldberg of GRC; and

* W.E. Andrews and Stephen H. Hodgin of Killalea Associates.

The NCES Project Officer was the late Dr. William Dorfman who recogniz-
ed the need for the development of an indicator of educational equality. Dr. Dorfman
guided the effort and made the review process a means of cammunicating 1ts underlying.

. concepts. Many indwrduals in the Center and in other agencies of the Department of
Health, Education, arid Welfare were very helpful in discussions held early in the study
and 1n reviewing draft versions of this report.

‘ Absalom Simms
- ‘ Acting Chief
’ Educafional Indicators . *
and Foreign Statistics Branch®
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The study reported here was conducted principally
to develop statstical indicators of equality of
educational opportunity and secondanly .to apply
them to the 1970 Census/ELSEGIS data fil¢ 1o assess
the extent of tequahity in the elememan  ahd
secondary schools in the United States. ),

Present governmental concern with equahity of
£ducational opportunity as a policy goal reflects the
recen{’ history of Federal and Staté actions 1o
ehmmate bias and to assure dehvery of reasonably
similar education programs throughout the Nanion
particularly  {6r groups that mistoncally have been
deprived Section 11 review s some of the highhights of
that history » . )

To be able 10 measure mequalities in educationdl
opportunity. it s first necessan to havé a clear
definition of what we ‘mean by the coneept of
equaiity  Simple. intuttively “ Jear definitions often
fall to stand up wnder analysis For example. the
concept of equality thatww ould deliver resources so as
to ‘maximize each <hild’s potepuial 1s laudahle - hut
It s unrealisic since 1t takes no account of the
practical hmns on the funds available for education
Under a more practical definition, equity is hest
served 1f each indnvidual 1s provided resources that
strike an’ appropnate halzn.e hetween the personal
and social benefits and the personal and soual wosts
These 1deas. which are developed 1n more detar] 1n
Section 1II, Suggest that our measurement of
mequalities in educational opportupity requlres n-
dcators of both resources and henefits and a method
for relating them. .

Unfortunately, our ability to measure benefits 1s
very hmited. and pnncipal attention 1n indicator
development must be concentrated on the resobrees
applied to education The indicators developed in this
study are so restricted

Indicators of Resource Disparities

This study was designed to produce and demon.
strate indicators that could be used to analyse
disparities in the distribution of educational resources

&
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I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
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: d
across school districts 1 the Nation, 1n geographi¢
regions. and in the States. Two methodolegical

“uestions had to be answered n the effort. First,"

how should educational resources be measured;.and,
second. agamst what standard are actual resource
levels 1o be (ompared” -

Six  measures of educational resources were
developed and tested 4l reflecting different degrees
of emphasis on the varous priorites discussed in
Secion IV gmplicts  of construction, “Intyitive
clanty. comprehensiveness of resources covered. and
techmca] accuracy  As one example. the simplest
measure  termed MI. counts dollars per pupil of
vurrent operating expenditures. less transportation.
this measure 15 simple to construct and understand.
and 1t encompasses a large proportion of educational
resources  But 1t 1s naccurate. since 1t fails 1o
account for the difference in reg resources purchased

"by dollars 1n different localitues. Another counts

smply teachers *per pupl. Another gounts all
professional 1nstructional staff and also weights the
staif according 1o their degree level. The best balance
among all the priorities seems to be provided by a
measure. termed M4. that e}nploys current operating
expenditures, less transportation, as 1 MI. but 1t
incorporates an adjustment intended to account for
the differences among school districts tn the cost of
acquiring equivalent education resources. The adjust-
ment replaces the reported expenditures for instruc.
tional staff by the expenditures that would have been
made if the district had paid the national average
salary for staff at the samé degree level. M4 produces
results that are only shghtly different from those of
the most complex meastre constructed and tested 1n

'the study

4-——4\
‘The study also exarhined the distribution .of
revenues across school districts Expenditures, used in
the resource measures des¢ribed abovg. cannol readily

. be divided by their sources local, State, and Feleral.

An .analysis of the separate effects of Federal and
State efforts in equalization - therefore requires
&nsideration of revenues:

The second .task 15 to select a standard f(ir

~I
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companison! There |ls no absolute standard of
adequacy | ¢f servicqt  and therefore the study
developed nbrms baset] off average levels of resources
and. revenugd. Two\averages were Cal‘.Uldleg a
national avelage acrosy all the States and an av rage
for each State In ths way. a particular school
district could be evaldated by how 1t ranked with
respect to afl other dittricts 1n the Nation or only
with respect tp all othef} districts i ats State.

Within ghis general afpproach. it 1s possible to treat
the several special-need Ypopulations in either of two
way§. One 15 to adjust rge norm for each measure to
reflect the special education needs of vanous student
populations (o the extent that Jdistricts differ in the
propostion ot Jhildren with such needs) This would,
require both rdenufying the pupils with spewial nnd:
and  stipulating  the  level Jeemed
appropnate ' them nuth
which very  difficult
Apother approdch followed in the present audy o
10 measure resources per pupll regard 1
where the special-need populations are or to whers
there may ne spe.ial programs tor them and Yhed o
present  dispanties  doross Juistricts Jharacterzed ™y
cofentrattions of several grups that
generalfy worstdered disadvantiged tor which the
Fede‘ral Governmen® has tradmionalh exhihited con-
wern :

oY resoures
ot which
Chtain agreemen’

418 isaygs an

LI

1S

with ! B

are gither

ar

Twe adjustments were made. howeser ©or Speid
needs m the develupmient of the nomm The
alows for the rranitionally sorewhat hxjﬂ- rescur.e
levels i secondars schools The second allows Tor the
higher ‘resource levels that Invery
small and very large disticts The study assumesn
effect that these differences are not the result of hias
but are related to tconomies and disg.onomies
scale, (The higher spending levels in the larggst
districts may also he due. at least in part. to higher
concentrations of needy pupils.) Be.ause the size

f1rst

ohserved

were

h

adjustment 1s less learly yustified than the grade-level

Q
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adjustment. the study presents .orrelations of size

«with various socioeconomic factors so that- the reader

may judge the effects of. the adjustment on the
results

Results dre presented 1n terms of scores for”

resources provided and revenues recetved. Each
district 1s assigned a resources séore calculaled as the
ratip of the actual resources provided in the d\s\mcl
1o the national norm for districts of the same size
range and grade-level, coverage In addition, distncts

are assigned scores on each of five revenue vanables. .

local. State, local” plus State. Federal. and total

rJ

¥l

A3

.
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revenue. In the revenug analysis no adJuslme‘nls were
made for size or grade level,

The analysts 15 carried oud In two ways — first, by
fmeasuring variations in resources and revenues across
States regions. and the Naton. #nd second. by
correlaung  these vanations  with district _ socto-
economis Jharactenstics The socioeconomic vanables
selected were ability to pay. financial gffort exerted
for edd.ation, proportion of persons in Ppoverty
tamilies. propoption of black population. proportion
of Spamish-language population, degree of urbaniza-
tion attendance rate. and enroliment {the last as a
heoh on the adequacy ot the size adjustment)

Assessment .

When distnicts are compared to 2 nationa) norm.
the 10 percent of pupils regeiving the most resources

é
recerved 1 95 umes the resources avallable to the 10

percent of pupils recesing the legst If districts are
.ompared only with others in their Stfre~the ratio
reduces to 1 82 About half thevanation in 1gsources
i due to vapations withun States! and the other half
to.vanation among States. These results reflect less
dispanity in the dsgtribution of resources than 1s often
thought. Part of the differénce hes in the fact that
vaniations due to size of school district are adjusted
sut of the dispanty calculation: to the extent that
this adjustment 15 tegarded as not justified, the
perceived 1nequality 1s greater .

Revenues. as contrasted with resources. exhibit
mu.h greater vaniation. On the national comparison.
the 10 percent of pupils recerving the most revenues
reccive 2 &1 times the revenues available to the 10
peregnt of pupils recerving the least. When: districts
are vompared on a within-State basis only. the ratio
s 175, These ratios are higher than the cor-
responding ratios for the analysis of resources.. the
reason 1s that revenues were not adjusted for size or
grade level. as were resources. As expected. State and
Federal revenues contribute 1o the reduction of
dispanties. with State revenues having a far larger
effect due chiefly to therr magnitude in absolute
dollars. The remaining varation s most strongly
correlated with financial effort and with wealth. This
s so when the compatison 1s national and when 1t'1s
\Mlhln State. Thal is. for example. a district may be
at’ the Jow ~end of the revenue scale (per pupil)
because 1t 1s less able to support education than other
districts 10 1ts State or because 1t 15 1n a State that
has less wealth than other States ’

There was httle variation i 1970 n per-pupil




resources or revenuewong districts of varymg
- percentages of minority pi»pulatnons Indeed, districts
with large concentrations of minority pupils tend to
\recewve sfightly more resofirces and revenues than
State average. Some ‘districts with concentra-
((gi:; of minority pupils do receive much lower
resource levels than the national average, but wHen
this occurs it can often be traced to the fact that
such “districts are in States with low resource levels
relative to the national norm. )
The analysis of districts that vary in the
propoition of poverty in their populations gives
results that are somewhat similar to those found 1n
the analysis of districts with mmonty populations.
That 1s, on the natnonal _companison, most of the

O
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resource disparities for districts with high concentra-
tions of poverty populations can be traced to
disparities in the resource levels amorig the States —
although, in contrast to the situation for districts
with high proportions of minority populations, some
disparity remained within States. .

Thus, the largest within-State disparities in 1970
seem to reflect, differences in wealth (pr dbility to
pay), rather than 1n the proportions of racial, ethmc
and poverty groups. This suggests in tum that,
1970, school finance reform was still needed w1thm
States to decrease the dependence of resources on
local wealth, but that improvement 1n the resource
levels of racial, ethnic, or poverty groups remained an
interstate problem.
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. Americans seem to hold more truths self-evident
about education than about any other sphere of
* public_ life. It 1s almost umversal'y Lagreed, for
' instance, that educauon is the keystone to a
successful society, and that a good education 1s

progress. Yet, rooted in this general belief are two
directly conflicting views. One, an expression of the
Itimate individualism of the"”Ameni¢an citizen, 1s that
parents have the right to provide as much éducation

‘to their chlldren s they can afford. The othes, an .

expression of the interdependence of all elements of
society, 1s that all children should have an equal
access to a meamingful education.

The structure of the system set up to administer
American education murrors this conflict. The States
are constitutionally responsible for education but pass’
the burden of administering most kinds of educa-
tional programs to sub-State levels, presumably to
benefit from advantages that derive from proximity

+ of- decisionmaking to ‘the place where services are
actually delivered. If this advantage is to be attained.
‘an individual school system must be permtted to be
different from others. But|thls provision is one seed
of potentlal inequality. The United States Constrtu-
tion carves out for the Federal Government no
expligit role 1n education and no place for a Federal
interest; but such interest” does take place, both
through new legislation and through the guarantees of
equal treatment afforded by the ‘Federal Constitution

and the judicial system t interprets it. The local
school system thus erally reflects the in-
. dividualistic view, and the Federal level serves as a

reminder of our interdependence, while the States
hover in between. often "varying the direction in
which they lean. Thus, the tensions built into the
system by which education 1s conducted could at any

essential for an individual’s well-being and individual )

time give rise to a cancern for questions of equity.

-

But

these are

not

ordinary

times.

and  an

E

assessment  of the condition of equal educational
opportunity is needed for more than the usual
reasons. Theoreticians, parents, educators, studefts,
and the courts of the States and of the Nation have

4

I BACKGROUND .

.

.

put in question thé very roots and structure of
American education. Its techniques, its l‘nanciqg
system, 1ts. effecuveness and even 4ts goals are being
Subjected to more searchmg criticism than ever
before, criticisms that in many instances find their
origin 1 an unprecedented. Federal concern for
equality, but that in others are counter-reactions
reflecting  disenchantment with the emphasis‘ on
interdependence. As a preface to our search for
better ways of assessmg the condition of the equahty
of educational opportunity, we need to consider
some of the'milestones 1n recent history that seem to
be leading to a complete reassessment of traditional
doncepts. ©

Whatever other legislative or _]udlClal protection a
racial minority may have at the State or local Igvel,
the' Federal Gobemment has, in practice, taken
responsibility for correction of inequalities-or dis
crimination. In education, children may ‘not b{
discriminated against because of their race or other
1dentifiab®C. characteristic. Plessy », Ferguson per-

mjtted raclally segregateds facilities as, long as they .
were of '‘quality equal to those used by majerity

students. Sixty years later Brown found that racially
segregated facilities were inherently unequal - a
radlcal reversal in what we mean by *“equal quality’”
“equality.” We note here that the equality being
addressed is one of access — the ability to be exposed
to the same rather than “equivalent” facilities and
services.’ g <
Children must not receive unequal ediication
opportunities because they reside 'in a district that
lacks the wealth required to provide sufficient taxes
for educdtion. The Serrano ruling in California’did
not require exact equality in expenditures, although
it did place a limit on the permussible dispanties i
per-pupil expendltures from one locality to another.
More important, it required that the State not permit
the quality of a child’s education to be “a function
of the wealth. of his parents and neighbors,” meaning

a function of the wealth of a locality in the State .

rather than the wealth of the State as a whole. This
ruling and others that have similar 'effects do hot

.
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invalidate the'method by which districts collect funds
for~ eduacation, which is pnmanly the propertystax,

’ rather,‘they require that the States do ’something

about” the source of inequalities: differentials in the
taxable property base. . .

In Serrano and srmﬂar State court decisions, 1t is
en are not the only population
afainst whom ,the dependence on property taxation
disciminates. Parents ind other people are also
affected as taxpayers. If a relatively property-poor
district is' to attain a respectable level of education
for its children and must do so on 1ts own fesources,
all taxpayets suffer — they all pay a larger share of
their income for education, proportionately. than
those in wealthier districts, and even then they are
usually _unable to -attan a compsiable level of
expenditures. This. differential 1w the e?gcatronal
services that ¢an be bought for an equivalant effort
leads to somme anomalies. A family with relatively low
income that happens to reside in a locahty with high
taxable property base can “afford” hrgh levels of
expenditures for education, being poor 1§ not as bad
n a wealthy district as n a poor district. A family
with average or fugher urcome that hves 1n a district
with low property wealth obtains much lower levels
of education expenditures, so that being better off
pessonally 15 no assurance of being better off 1n terms
of educational resources. The wealthy famly has the
best of 1t. to hve 1n a property-poor district but to
send 1ts children 'to private school. or to hve 1n a
wealthier diStrict and retain the“option of obtaining
an enriched public schoohng.

Clearly, locahties themselves cannot solve “this
problem - more precisely, the poor localities cannot
and the nch locahties will not. The States are
therefore responsible for such nterdistnict equahiza-
tion as is required. Concern has been expressed that
this thrust, 1n lessening the role of the local school
distnict 1 financing. will mevitably weaken laca)
control over the education program itself. Some argue
that fréeing local boards from fistal decisions enables
them to devote more time and energy to the more
important “deaisions regarding how best_to apply the
funds to education. Others argue that the attempt to
obtain uniformity of expendrtures can lead either to
a retreat to private schoohing, which leaves the pubhc
school system 4n even wors¢ condition. or to
extensyve, private  supplementation of educational
programs which. of course, also discriminates against
the poor. Stll others pomnt out that some reforn
mechamsms, such as_ power equahmtmn maintain
local

0

N .

fiscal autonomy while equahizing access to

e\, hd

N
funds. In all these ways, the basic conflict between -
andividual ‘self-determihdfion and group interests 1s
met ofr issues of educ’atron taxation.

Considerable inequahties ir®" educational offerrngs‘
arse not only between distncts in a State but also
between States.-Just as within -a State the poor
districts cannot and the rich districts will not correct
the Sltuanon {themselves, a State will not by itself act .
to improve the condition of other States; only the
Federal Government is in position to put intd place
the actions that would be required to ¢qualize
pducational opportunities nationwide. Clearly. this
kind of problem offers challenges to analysts, since it
fequrres in order ta be addressed properly, a
consideration of the differentials in educgtional costs

in different States or regions ‘'of the country. It offegs .

an even greater challenge to policymhkers at the
Federal level, because it 1s only there that, after each
State has done the best 1t can do or 1s willing to do,
any change can be put 1n motion to equalize
educational opportunties throughout the Nation.
(Either within a State or between States, perhaps
the most difficult. problem i¢ the level of resources
required. It 1s 1mportant to ask not only whether or
not the children in a district are receiving equitable
educational resources relative to those in other
districts 1 their State or 1 other States, but also
whether the children are receiving an adequate
education — 1mplying an absolute, rather than merely
a relative, measure. It may *%e too much to require
that _children throughout .the Nation should receive
the same degree (quality) of education. But 1t 1S
surely not too much to ask that all children receive
an adequate education. It is, of course, beyond the
scope of the present study to inquire into what
constitutes an adequatg’ education, but an 1nquiry
o equahty of edfication opportunity would be of
no value 1f 1t neglected to recognize that equalizing at
a level below adequacy 1s an empty advance indeed.
Children should not receive nferior educa’tronal
opportunities solely because g!;‘the geographic nature
of the school district in which' they resrde such as a
city or rural area. It is asserted that many cities face
a form of mequahty that anses from speqal
circumstances not occurnng elsewhere.  Fust, the
concentrations of children needing special education
are greater, often’ much greater, than in other school
distncts, Any State equahzation program based solely
or pnmanly on low property wealth per pupll 1s
going to fail to give extra assistance to crtles most of
which have relatively high property values per pupil.
Equahization formulas must accordmgly Incorporate a
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fadtor to account for varihtiorts betwéen digtricts in
the extént of their need. Moreover; 1t'1s argued that

cities must_ provide, not only for- therr ctizens but

- also for visitors and commuters, setvices in ‘gredter

breadth'and ntensity than most gther districts. even
when the comparison is made on a per-capita basis.

To some extent. .this burden can be supported ot ally.

by taxing the. Institutions. such as office bulldmgs
that give rise to the need for the added servicés
Children- should not be' provided inferior educa-
tional opportunity because the school they attend
recerves lower levels*of' resources than other schools
In_the same distric;: This problem of ntradistrict
inequality has tradtionaily been left to locdl
discretion and’ control. but the comparabiliny stand-
ardy established to enforce the Federal Government’s

LN

ESEA Title I are an exception The 'leverage exerted in

enforemg comparabilidy us o, requisite tor Tecaipt or
continuance ot Federal fundidg may, be one of the
primary torees holding down intgadistrict inequies
Hobson v Hansew which requited the District of.
Calumbia to gqughze resources among its schools
reflects the “interests of the courts m this arena of
mequaluy. - .
contexts

In the equality discussed thus far.
mequality s percerved  as  urputs  of resources
~un¢qually applied to the detriment of the- children

Q

affécted. and the corrective  sétion 15 solely to
equalize resources This 18 not to say it there 45 no
concern for the effectiveness the rgsources 1n
producing desirable outcumes. but whether or not the
results do 1n fact hear out our expectations is treated
as a n¥atter of educayonal teehnique rather than one
of equity In other contexts of equality. vuteomes
hecome a démmant concern

(‘haldr.cn should not receive infetior education
because of past and present poverty and all that
poverty creates |, by inadequate nutrition, cruwded

using, "and lessened interest 1n and appreviation of
learning: Even 1f such a child 15 not discrimunated
against in the’ roveipt of equal aceess and equal
services, he may nonetheless be at a disadvantage in
learning He may even attend a “good™ school, after
haying been bused, rather “than 1 the schoul m his
residential neighburhuod But the sanie educational
services that benefit his advanfaged schoolmates may
pass the disadvantaged child by withgut sxbmham
effect. ‘

The concept of an educatiun program to uompen-
sate for educational disadvantage places a radially
different interpretation on the’ meaning uf equality uf
educational opportumity, and srcates new problems in

ol
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its measyrement. The aim 1s not to equaliz¢’ inputs
to aifferentiate them m order to equalize
opportumity.  But. after all. the enly thing the

L4 N -
educational  process an control directly 1s the

Tesources it applies and, therefore, the problem is to
determme the, amolnts and kinds of- differential

resouruLS that wxll produce the de/;xred outcome: As-

difficult as to1s o assess the cffectivepess of

* educatibnal rtesources generally, 1t 1s _tremendously

more difficult to assess the effectiveness of resources
dpphed 1n an 1nnovatve way
children. But there 1s an even more basic problem
there 1s no clear agreerient on what 1s meant by

educational disadvantage - agreement that can be -

-

to disadvantaged, *

converted pperationally nto a targeting that reflects—,

the agreed defimtion. At the Federal level, where the
major thrust 1 compensatory education began 10 years
4go with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

bm‘ 1965, the definition of disadyantage remains a central

and continuing cuntroversy. By now, a number of
States have instituted their own programs-with simitar
ntent but with sull different concepts of targeting.
Sume programs target funds on children who score
low on achievement tests, while other target funds on
cheldren from economically disadvantaged homes, the
two groups overlap but are by no means identical.
The Federal Interagency Commuttee on Education 1s
currently attempting to obtamn a. better ‘measure “of

Jhe number of disadvantaged children along several

dimensions — ncome, race. language, handicap, and
family characteristics.  Unul the -basic
definition and targeting are resolved, there can be no
one indicator of the extent to which inequahties
brought about by disadvantage exist or are being
lessened by compensatc:y resources.

Children should hot receive infernor educational

opportunity because they cannot understand the
language 1n which the education 1s offered. Until
recently, the push Xoward greater undorslandmg of
the needs of children whose language and cultural
background differ from that of the majomy has been
provided by the Federal ;Government, again through
ESEA. In Lau, however. a new’requirement arises. a
school district may not effectively deny such children
4 meaningful éducation by providing them instruction
in,a language they do Aot understand. Each State and
locality must now provide prograims of language
assistance  wherever there are concentrations of
hildren suffering from this disadvantage. The Federal
Government must now monitor comphance with the
new requirements, and an essential foundation for
that monttoring s5 a workable definition of the level

-
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and kinds of resources: that will be gonsxdered as

' ,offering equality of educational oppurtuntty for thest
children . :

Children should not recerve inferior education. let

N -

tional process entirely. merely because they bear a

- " mental or physical ha\\dxcap that makes learmng
. difficult or that requires a different approach or”
environment for the effecuve delivery of edugational
services. Agan, .althg)(xgh .most States pravide some
education for { handicapped chifdren. 1t 15 not
L uncomnion for school dstricts. fo Jaim ay mdbility
to render service to them-at all. dn Muls v. Board of

_ Education of the District of Columbua. the court

' ruled that a handicapped child may not be excluded
. from a regularcpublic school assignment unless the

child 1s provided adequate alternative services. The
exclusion of a chuld from school entigely T uifierent

tromy the relative neglect suffered when t chitd sits

. oma clusstmm'l where the regular c'duu@?ﬂ%& offeping
s - passeéy_um  by. The Federak Government. with
© . enactment of the Education for All Handicapped
Childred Act, now requires the States tu provide for

e each Mandicapped chuld an education program de-
_signed to meet tus or her needs. Just hov. this

~ . raduirement ts to be carned out 1s a thorny problem.

»  made more difficult by.the fact that the services that

. are intended to equip theghild to uperate effectively
irf society may be delivered 1 a fashion that isolates

the cluld from the mamstream of the education

.. progam.  ” : )

qdlséussmn. some stidies have questioged the central

L gssue i any  analysis  of. equity®™ i laming * that
schoohing 1s hot very important m changing things. As

. Jencks says. -“Neither fanuly background. cognitive
skills, ‘educational attainment, nor occupational status

Q a

.

. alone be excluded from pagticipation 1n the educ- ’

.
- . - A ]
Finally, as_a sobering backdrop to this entire

) : : -
explains much of the vanation 1n men’s incomes.”* 1f .
t,ﬁé 1s so, then people are bound td"be unequal 1n hifé
Ater school regardiess of how well the Nation does in
a;')pmuuhmg equality of educational opportunity.
Two womments musl be lodged relative 40 the view

of the educational pessimists. Even if it 1s true\thal .,

* removing inegualities in educational opportumty will

buy httle n changing life, inequalities of certain
kinds should be removed in any event. If. for
anstance. an mdividual s dischminated against, thy
chmmation of discnmination may be justified solely
on qutuuu?qal grounds and does not require a
proof that grealayré’sources will increase educational
or ocwupational outeornes, ‘Moreover, it appears from-
more recent apd” more careful studiés “that the :
announcement  of." the e ducation”, was ‘s
premature and that tt n faet, good
reaspns to believe wh pedple would have
pelieved - that educatioy’can change people.®* |

.This review serves 6 reni d'us t_hat'the American
concept Of equality/of educational opportunity isa
wmplex concept. J is cohcqrned with a great variely
of difficult problems, to which the national system
has reacted through a continuing process of change in  *
education policies and programs. There is.a cledr need
for unffytng concepts that can provide a consistent
“direction for the evaluation -Qf‘,pohcy'de:\ahng with the

“goal pf equality of educational opportunity. . ‘
v
. . R s L
& o‘ - M
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. - m THE CONCEPT OF EQUALITY OF Ce

S0 EDUCATIONAL’ oppomumw

’ > .
4 . . .

The conccpl of “‘equality ) educdtonal oppor-
tunity” represents a broad social rdeal that can never
t rhe. perfecllx\/aduc\/cd in any real educational®

’

tion Is Subju.l to continuous change In response to
changes in offr understanding of educational needs as
well as dlangcs In our sensnﬁ\my to some of the

< pjgeram. As was Qustrated in the_previous section,
1 B! interpretation of the concept
does not ap h static. It seems instead to be

ethical - and moral issues For ~thesc zEasons the
prevailing popular mterp;etauon does not prawvide a
very useful foundation for the development of

+

Kich 15, gradually evolving " -

quantitative inditators. "

1. | some  more  comprehensive and There are indications. howevcr,\lh'at these changes

J ation, ' . i the prevalling practical’ Interpretatian may be

“natare of our c0ncepl of “equalityr  guided bv some kind of ultimate or umeless version

of édugational opfortumty” ‘poses some serious . of the Ameman educational adeal: Although this

problems for the developmént bf ndicators, for in umeless or blpimate 1deal 1s not clcarly percerved and

* ordep,.to measure, devmn(ns from.“equality” 1t 18 s ragely verbahzed, it nevertheless cxns].s asa vaguely

" essential that ‘we have a’ clear and unamblgunus defined mental construct which influences the develop-

definition of what we miean by the concept We need  ment of our practical ideal. As changes occur either 1n

a quantrtative standard or Yrame of reference froin  our nderstanding of the educational procedures, or in
which the devutions from “equality™ are to be _ourjability to provide more effective agministrative pro- °

measured In fact there appear to be séveral different , LeAurcs the prevailing practical Interpretation tends to

levels of such a standard that are relevant - evalve to bring it‘into a closer correspondence with, this

. At the lowest Tevel we can ask whether existing  ultimate 1deal. Thu*concepl of equality of educa-

educational programs as now defined by local. State. uonal opporlumlysecmslo exist at three separate levels.

and Federal law are being admuistered without bias . A \gaguely ined but timeless concept which

or disciimmation, so that all individudls have an equdl ) gundes the evolution of the popular.ideal.

. opportunity to henefit from the programas as they are 2 The popular ndcal a somewhat ambiguous and
defined by exsting laws. If this were the only  changitg concept that provides the practical standard
criterion of “equality,” however. there wiuld be no  against which existing laws and progrants are judged.
way of determining whether the existing laws and 3. The existing “laws’ and programs that provide
regulations are properly designed to provide re the concrete standard against which dctual administra-
equality of educational opportunity for all types arf tive practice 1$ ]udgcd . v
geographic groups of students Thus there 1§ a need./ ™" To danfy the ,overall concept of equality of
for a higher standard that Can be used tv evaluate the  educational 0pportumty we will proceed from the
faimess and equity of the exisung educatiunal  top down. The first objeciive therefore 1s to ry to
programs. . darify the timeless concept of equality of cdugatnonal

At any given time there 1s a prevailing popular  Ofportumity that seems to guide the evolution of oyr
interpretation of the 1deal of “equality of edicatiunal ~ Practical ideas. Once this has been developed 1t
opportumty” anll as a practical matter this prevailing  should be easier to uiderstand and evaluate the
woncept provides the standard against which existing  prevailing ideal as well as existing educational policy
programs are judged Since thus prevailing practical 35 @ pragmatic approximation of the timeless ideal.
concept 1s always ambiguous and poorly defingd. at s Sincd our objectiye 1s to clanfy an ulumate policy
difficulr to obtain agreement on a definition of the  objective, we cannot rely on a dictionary definition
concept Moreover, this prevailing popular interpreta-  or a semantic analysis of the meaning of equality of
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1
educational opportumty, for there 1s no assurance
that the resulting dgfimtion would correspond to
appropriate¢ policy objectlye§. A satisfactory pohcy-
oriented definmition must be compatible with the goals
_wo normally pursue in the.name of e{luahty of
educational” opportumty. For this reason, we will
~examine critically the policy imphcations of different
« definitions, and ask what defimtion produces the bést
correspondence — both with our ntuitive definitions
and with the dbjectives of existing programs that are
designed to improve “equal.ity of educational oppor-
tumity.” - .

Problems with Simple Definitions

The most commonly suggested 1ntuitive defimtions
tend .to focus either on equalty of educational
achievement or eduality i per-pupil educational
resources. It 1s easy to show that neither of these -
simple 1deas can provide an acceptable quantitative -

~ guide for. educational policy. )

The simple cnterton of equality” of educstional )
achievement 15 obvieusly unrealistic” _Becalfse of wide
differences 1 individual motvation and ability. the
equalization of achievement 1s simply infeasible even
at unacceptably low levels of achievement.

The second concept. equality it per-pupil educd-
tional resources. seems. somewhat more practical and’
has a better correspondence with the way educational
pohcy 15 actually implemented. Stil]. 1t fails to accord
gath the view that some clul:dren need more than an
average share of educational resources to achieve
equahty of educational oppdtunity  This view 1S
reflected explicitly 1n a number of programs.

. Y Indeed. the problem 1s even more complex than
_one fmght expect on the basis of the preceding |

example. Whereas those examples were all concerned

with special axd to compensate for varous types of
2. idvantages. our overall educational policies (which
ef;\.ompass State and local efforts and extend beyond
* just elementary apd secondary education) mnclude a
variety of programs such as scholarships.  State |,
subsidies for higher education, and special education
for gfted children. which déhiberately provid. extra
“resources for varous kinds of promsing o above
- average students. Although these programs havg “not
usually been justified on the basis of ecquality of
Spportunity, they are generally not considered to be
in  conflict with the concept of equality of
opportumty. . .
Apparently, an adequate definition of equality of ’

educational opportumity must somehow be com-
L
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patible with ind*idual variations in treatment accord- .
ing ‘to educational need. This suggests, as a third
altermative, that the goal of an equal opportunity
program may be to provide for each individual an
educational experience that rfaximizes individual
potential, If this were our’objective, it would help to

-~

- explain the requirement to tailor educatjon to the

specific needs of individuals. As stated, hoyvever, the
definition overlooks the costs of providing the
education. It seems to imply that each individual
must be provided with the best possible ducational
experjence .without regard to the burdens placed on
society and without regard” to ‘other national needs.”
Our 1ntuitive 1ded of equality of opportunity does
not seem to 1mply such an unlimited or absolute
goal.\lndeed, when the entire society is @nsidered, 1t
is clear that the benefits of education for any
mndwvidual can be serously degraded 1f the burden of
providing education for certain others % great. If
we are to develop a satisfactory definition, it seems
that we must consider both costs and benefits of
education. .

-

~+»

Definition of an “Ideal” Educaﬁonal Policy

It "appears t}fat if we are to develop a satisfactory-
interpretation of the concept of equality of educa-
tional opportunity. it will be necessary to develop the
concept within tie context of the broader social
objectives  of educational” policy. What would we
consider to+ be an ideal educational policy” How
would such a policy provide for equalty of
opportumity? It seems possible that 1f we can define
what we would mean by an ideal"educational policy
it will provide some insight with regard to, an ideal or
ulimate concept of equality of educational oppor-
tunity ‘ S
In an ideal educational program the education
provided should be tatlored as accurately as pdssible
to the.specific educationgl needs of each individual.
Such .an 1deal educational program should also
provide a proper balance bctween the social costs and
the social benefits of the educational program. The
allocation of educational résources should be such as
to provide an “optimum” level of education Tor each
individual. In"accordance with economic theory, this
means that educational resources should be provided
so that each individual could be educated up to a
point of dimimshing returns, where the incremental
¢osts of addition3l education would begin to exceed
the incremental benefits to the irMividual gnd to the
soctety that could be expected from the additional
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education.cThis définition of an “optimun” level of
education ‘for each individual i terms of an
economic balance between costs and benefts provides
a more - realistic definition of the O'Bjective of
educational poli[:y which considers the'qoéts as well
A the benefits of &ducation. It s important to
emphasize, however; That the benefits and costs that
- are involved concert"hurhan values, and they cannot
be properly measured in financial urtits. ' '
Because of the “wide differences between in-
dividuals in their motivation and educational apti-
tude, such® an ideal individualized educational policy
might involve rather substantial differences in the
education resources provided for each {ndividual. The
. way resources in such an idealized educational
program would vary depending qn faltors such as

motivation and educational aptitude will be discussed -

i some detail later, where 1t will be shown howr
many of our existing programs, such as ESEA Title |
and bilingual education thay. are designed to help
equalize educational opportunity, can be explairted 1n
terms -of this idealized model. ) '
All of the variations in the resources provided by
such an idealized program would depend :only an
educationally relevant factors such as the relatfonshi;)
between educational costs and benefjts. it would not
make any distinctions in terms of- factors such as
ethnic. background, wealth, race, or socal status,
which according to this idealized concept are
educationally irrelevant. Consequeﬁtly, such a pro-
gram would provide complete equality of educational
opportunity. The idealized program woilld dlso be as
efficient as possible in the. use -of ducational
resources. Although actual educational .programs can
never achieve such an jdeal, we believe' that this
idealized concept of -an educational policy which is
both fair and *efficient provides thie best sepresenta-
tion of the ultimate educational ideal which we refer
. to as equality of educational oppostunity. )
Obviously, practical educational programs can
never reach such an ideal objective. There dre
practical limits in the extent to which .prog?am§ cah
be tailored‘to meet the specifie needs af each
individual, and moreoever, 1t is very _diffreult 'to’
estimate the real social benefits or even the social
costs of additianal education. There may also be
practical limitations in the extent to which 1t may be
feasible or desirable o eliminate the effects of wealth
on opportunity. Inevitably, ti}frefore. real educational
programs will fall short “of the’ ideal, both ja
efficiency and in equity. When we are concerned with
equality of educatignal opportfmﬁty, our focus is on
. :

"
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educational opportunity either b

“to help each

A ‘

» . .
the fairness, equity, and justice of our implementa-
tion of the educational policy rather than on the
overall effectiveness and efficiency of the programs.

Although the idealized educational policy, as:
“stated previous

is ttself fundamentally free of biass
continuous vigiladce 1s necessary to ensure that bias
does’ not ‘e%:er either 1nadvertently or dehberately in
o‘aj lmple‘ entation of the pRlick. In practice,
programs can fall short of the goal of equality of
they fail to
rec_o_gﬁrze and- provide for special educational needs,
or because_they discriminate unfarrly on the basis of
criteria such as race or ethnic background that have
nothing, per se, to do with educational needs.
Because equity and justice are themselves very
important social values, a fiigher priority must be
attached to these 1ssues than might otherwise seem to
be indicated if we were interested only in the
“efficiency” of the educational programs with regard
to othér social objectives.

Clarificatior of the ““Ideal” B(‘)licy\

Our purpose n this section —s-1o clarify this
“ideal” so that 1t will be possible to demonstrate the
compatibility of the concept both with our intuitive
deas of eqdality of educational opportunity, an‘d
with the varety- of educational progranis' that are
now sponsored in the name of equality of oppor-
tunity. :

‘The goals of education are both personal and
social. From the personal perspective, the objective is
individual realize his intellectual

. potential so that he will be as effective as possible in

the achievement of a satisfying personal life. From

“the social perspective, the objective 15 to equip each

" individual to be a useful citizen and to prepare him

to contribute as effectively as possible to the general
welfare of society. Thus, the goals of educational
policy are concerned both with benefits to the
individual and with- benefits to society. But, as noted
previously, education programs also compete with
other programs _for available. resqurces and they
consume time and energy of the individual that could
be applied to other activities~Therefore, the ultimate

objective of educational policy has to be,to maximize _

the net benefit of the educational programs when
both the benefits and the costs are considered.

To show how these relationships - interact to
determine an ideal level of educational resourcés for
each individual, it 15 necessary to distinguish between
the individual, as opposed to social, benefits of

(‘_ 1
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education. "Since we are concerneid \\,ilh benefits ahd
costs of edycation as measured in terms_of human,
values, it s apparent that all of the vosts and all ot
the benefits will uklmately ‘e realized by the
individuals in society in the satisfaction ‘of their life
experience. However, when we are considenng
educational alternatives for a single mdiiduak it 1
helpful to dide the costs'and the benetits, Into twe
pyts. those that will be realized by the mdlvndual
within his own life experience, dnd those that may bhe
realized by other individuals within the society as a
consequence «of contrbutivns the mdiidual 18 hikehy
to make either for or agalnst the genersl soctal
welfare (These contributions can be simply through
normal soctal 1itesactigns or through rgore formal
contributions to thg socigl welfare!) Strnetly speakm;,
both the imndradual and socal benefits will -
~» influenced by the degree of equity or justice of thc
educational program — for ‘equity and iUstiee. are
themselves impurtant humm values, But for the
present dlS(.USSlO[} .these equity considerations are
omitted from the “benefits™ that are considgred in
the wutial analysis of the problem The ettedt of
equity on the value judgmenls {sometimes Peferred to
as merit goods) will ‘be considered later

To make the wost/benefit relationships more
quantitative, 1t 15 helpful to mntroduce o few simple
ideas from economic theory can help 1
dlsphvm; qptimal relationships berwegn henefits and
costs. §f we were tofconstder all of the ways we

. mght proceed with the™ education of a particular

- individual. we would find that each dlternative wotnd
generate some expected level of net personal bencﬁls
plus socral benefits, and 1t would also mmln some
consumption of educational resourees In prpuple.
thereforg. 1t should” be  possible te plot  eauh
altemalf"e 95 a powt.on a graph where the vertivat
scale corresponds t(wp’ benefits produced. and the
horizontal <ale corresponds to  the educauony
resources required. .

Obviously. 1n practice 1t 15 very difficult o be
quantitative about such a plot because many dlfferent
kinds of benefils are mnvolved. and different n-

+ dinduals will disdgree about the relative mfPortance
of _ the different kinds of costs and benefits
Moreover, because of uncertainty about how the
individual might respond to dxfferenl educational *
approaches, there 18 a greal "deal of uncertainty
contemning the educational outcomes. However 1f we_
were to consider the problem carefully, making *
reasonable judgments about the probable results, we.
might .be able to produce a chart simiar to ll’e

*

which
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s tllustrative one w Figure 1.

The chart 15 of course

‘ompletely  hygoethetcal, 1s only purpose 15 to

allustrytes some very general prnciples 1molved m.,

selecting an alternative that provides 4 good balance
‘hetween costs and benefigs. Each of the dots shown
represents the estimated outcdme tn -terms  of
resources wonsumed and educational benefits for 2
ditferent educational approach. The social costs for
the alternatives tend to be proportional to the
dducatronal resources consumed, so these are -

dicated by lhcAlme'viubeled “social cost.” 1f'we wish .

to find the “best” educational alternative, we should
look for the one which provides the greatest excess
ot benefits ovér costs. Thus, we sheuld look for the

. dternative which 15 highest above the gost line. This

point 15 urcled i the figure. and_the dotted hine
indicates the amount of benefits n éxcess of cost
that 1t provides.

,The figure also. illustrates some other important
, charactéristics of the problem. Some of the alterna-
tves are simply wefficient,
wrovide greater benefits at lower cost by some other
method But there are efficient alternatives which
provide the best pos&ble benefit for a given level of
educational .resources. These alternatives “define am
upper. envelope of the feasible alternatives  The
efficient alternatives that fall on this upper envelope
show that greater educational benefits can be realized
i we are willng to expend more educational
sesources But the obxamable benefits usually follow
a law of dimimishing returns. As more resources are
expended the incremental benefits, per umt of
addiponal resources tend to decrease. Thus, the sldpe
of the envelope decreases so that at high resource

ALTERNATIVES
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- provide more than a very rough approximation to t

3

Incremental benefits of additional education. The

- optimum alternative occurs where the two slopes are
about equal so that the mcremental costs and
benefits are about equal.

If we were able to select an educational program
for each individual 1n this 1deal way we  would
produce Jthe- best possible relgtionship  between
educational costs and educationalNoenefits, Such a
prograin would “be 1deally efficient -\ terms of the
objectives of educational policy. It also would be
completely fair and unbuased since all decisions are jo

* be made solelv in terms of educational costs
benefits, and each wdividual s offered exactly *the
same “educational opportumty.”  *

<

Practical Implications of the “Ideal” Pglicy
As noted previously,

« practical considerations
impractical  far  actual

there ate a number of
that make 1t infeasible of
educational  programs to

. ideal. It 15 obviously not practical to really railor e
educational programs to the needs of each individual.
The curnculum must be designed to work effe
for a wide range of students. Moreover.
possible to predict either the costs or b
educationgl altermatives for individuals
accuracy to justify much adjustment Af the basic
piograms to mget indiidualized needyy/ These practi-
cal Iimutations are reflected hoth W LuF existing
educational programs and in our evalling pypular
concepts of the educational 1deal. .

Because of these limitations, bhasic educational
policy i the United States 1/ built around 4 very
simple praginatic approsmiatydn, to the ideal educa-
tionad ontept. A basic level 6 educational servies s
defined that s judged ty’ be about right for the
typical student. This bdsic education, which cor-
. responids (to 4 nommgl public school education

(elementary, jumor-high, and high school) 1s treated’

as a fundamental edytational “entitlement ” Obvious-

' ly, this standard 1Z-year education cannot exactly

* match the optimum level for all students. For some

students 1t71s too/much, for others 11 1s too little. In

thedinterest of Aimphicity and ugformity within the

prqgram., howgver. such munor departures  from'

optimum  are /tolerated when they do not nterfere

seriously  with the fairness dr efficiency of the
program.

In  spegific case'i where this basic educational

- program fvould fall far short of the ideal, special

educatiogal programs are provided 16 corrget  the
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problem. Many, existing special edycatign programs
can be understood as pragmatic efforts t0 correct
deficiencies, that -would .arise 1f public educaponal
programs were Iimited solely to the basic educational
entitlement., Figure 2 1jlustrates. héw the same basic
policy principle based on the balance *of costs and
benefits ¢kn dictate special aid flot only for students
with learning digadvantages but also for studénts with
above average abilty. ‘ .

y

an’ average studenl. The total be
) are equal 4o the sum of the social benefits
the dotted line) 4nd the net

of educational resources 1s def‘ned which 1s optxmum
or the typical individual. Presumably this level of
educational resources corresponds to the standhrd
{(approximately 12-year) educational’esititlement. This
same level of resources 1s provided rgutinely for all
students who are approximately average or normal in
their educational needs. There are certam students
and groups of students who have clearly idenhifiable
and special educational needs however. Let us
consider how these special needs can influence the
optimal or 1deal level of educational resources

"required. At

The graph 1n the lower left of the figure illustrates
the relationship for a student who 1s educatiopally
disadvantaged, either because of a language handicap
or sofhe other' iniial barrier 1o learmng that must be
corrected to allow learning to proceed at a normal
pace. Under the assumption that these individuals are
essentially no:% except for the imtial learning
barrier, the 1lluslralive educational benefit curve
shown n this case 1s exactly the same as for the
average student shown above, except that an
additional increment ¢ of educational resources 1s
required to correct the niual learning barrier.
Consequently the benefit curve 1s simply shifted to
the right by an amount c¢. Because the curve has the
same s]opc as before, the optimum occurs at the
same point, on the curvée as for the average student
except for the addiional incremgnt ¢ of resources
that is required to correct. the it | learning barner,

This example corresponds rath closely to the
rationale that is used to justfy certam special

i

*By “nc}" individual benefits we mean to refer to the
indvidual benefits in excess of any disadvantages that gccruc
to the indrvidual as a result of the educational expenence.

-
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programs such ‘as ESEA “Title 1 and bilingual
education that are dehberately designed to provide
more_than normal resources for students with nitjal
leanung bafriers. As the analysis shows, the real
rationale for these programs depends on the assump-
tion that the programs can be successful in removing

‘the learming barriers, and that the benefit curve

thereafter will be rather similar to that for the
average student, If these assumptions were shown to
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. /' ) )
be essentially in error, it would. dictate a reassessment
of these programs which might ejther increase -or
decrease the level of support provided.

The curve 1n the upper right illustrates how the
benefit functions might shift for a partxcularly
promisirig_ or gifted student. In the case "of such a
stydent, additional education beyond the . basic
elementary and secondary antitlement is hkely to
yield higher benefits, both td the individuql‘.and to

. ’
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society, than might be expgcted for thewaverage

indmdual. For example addinonal education may
allow such a stydent to make contributions to _socety «

as a scientist. a political leader. or*a medical dyuor-

. " wHereas such coptributions would probably not be so

.5 hkely for a less promising student. This increase in

the expecled benefits of hlzher eddcation ténds to

increase the optimum level of eduuallonal resources.

moving the optimum to the nght on the curve.

) Becaupe of ‘the anucipated social benefits of

- educaling the above average individus] beyond the

basic entitlement. society 1s willing to bear at least 4

part of the® cost br the higher educauon. For this

reason, 1t sppnsors schalarship programs for promising

mdvaduals and subsidizes State and lochl tulleges.

. Because the mdiyidual himself will slso benefit, he 1s

normally asked to carry at least ¢ part of the added

" finanuial burden  Because 1t 1s assumed that the

-

) < tndividual 15 Iikely to be une of the best judges ot the

desirabtlitv. ot addinonal educauon,, the Jeusion 1o
pursie  such education 1s left pfimanly 1o the
individual, subject to admisstons screening. Although
most  of these eaxtra educdational resour.es fur
- promising students yfall outside  the shudget
elementary ind secondary education, they
mmportant element i ours overall educationd pohicy
so they cannot be mverlookéd n the de»elnpmem ot
a vajid theoretical perspective.
These cases suggest the way the existing programs
« have  developed 4PProximations  to  an, ided
eduuaunnal policy In each ot the preceding cases LN
“ seemed farly clear that>some hind ot supplementin
‘educatsonal program was ipdicated In the Lase
certain typgs ot handicaps. particularly in the vase ot
mdividaals with senous mental retardation. 1t 15 tar
less clear what type of edudational response is most
appropriate The graph in the lowen nighthand corner
of Figure 2 illustrates some of the issues involved
Qnless some appropnate traiming 15 provided. the
mentally retarded individual 1s potentially & hurden
on thesociety. This 1s Jlustrated in the figure by the
fact that the benéfit curves for such individuals start
well* below the norm_ tor normal individuals, The
' increase in the benefit cune with education in tlus
case represents savings 1n the’ future sod
caring fot the individual as well s\ the dire
to jhe lné{‘wdua! The graph shows three d
ves, corgesponding to different types ot
relardalmn:f .
In the firg} case. the 1ndividual 1s fundamentally a
slow, Jearner so that 1t takes more time amd effort to
reach a given level of performance. but through the

tor
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use of additional educational resources 1t 15 possible
to bring the mdividual to a reasonable level of
pertormance as a productive citizen. For such an
individual the optuimum level of educational resources
may be substantially above the normal enmlemem
but the final level of uchievement will sull fall
somewhat below the norm. ‘

The second example ilustrates a case where the
learning ability 1s even Jower and reaches effective »
saturation 4t 4 lower level of performance. With the
equivalent of the nornial educational entitlement. this
individual will have Jearned much-less than the norm.
but additiunal effort in education would yield httle
henefit either tu the individual or socne}i/, so the
vptimum commitment of educational resources might
be very simiar to that for 4 normal individual.

The third case illustrdtes an instance of even fnore
severe retardation. Beyond a certain very miumal
level. *edacational | resources provided for this 1n- .
dividual will be'only 4 pegsonal burden and a waste
uf souial resources. The dptimum level of educational
efforte for this individual may be much less than
normgl The individual will remain a ‘burden to the \\
society. but the cost of achieving higher fevels of
etfectiveness would be so high. both to the individusl :
and to socety. that 1t cannot be justified. For such
an individual other social services such ds food.
shelter. and perhaps nursing care ‘would be “fore
appropriate and more Qeney;cml than effort devoted
to addmional education .o

The foreguing examples show How a pragmatic
effort to approxunate an.ideal educational policy can
leqd tu special programs that Wil provide, either more
or less (but usually more) educational respurces for
particular groups with special weli- defined educational
problems. It is now rather widely recognized that the
zoal of yequahity of educationak opportunity in the
Unued Stalcs requires that resources be provided to
meet’. spcual educational needs. The foregoing model
helps 10 clanfy what vwe mean by a legitimaie
educational need. An educational need will exist
whenever _the personal and social (bcncﬁ’ts of
additional education sppear to be substantially 18
excess of the personal and sotialyosts of provndmg
the -education. As demongstrated by the preceding
examples, this idealized model of the Ygoals of

\

< educational, policy helps to cxplam the diversity of
"educational programs that are pursued 1n the name of

equaljty of ®ducational opportunity. It does not yet
explain. however. the degree of policy emphasis that
15 attached to farpess and equity as opposed to
stmple effectiveness and efﬁcnlencv.

£
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It we were really concerned ONI’\ educational

effectiveness and efficiency. 1t mlghg appear that we
, should be willing to accept rather large deviations
from fatrness <1 equity. For example. one could
increase the education provided for one individual by
the equivalent %f ofie or two years and decrpase 1t by
a corresponding amount for another individual
without introduting a ’very large loss n the total
efficiency or apparent social benefit. Such an
arbitrary departure from the optimum would entail.
however, a large loss in the faimess or equity of the
educatiopal program. ol
Since faimess and equity are themselves important
human values, such a departure from equity would.
n fact. mv?lve a much Jarger loss 1 the total social
benefit than 1s imphed by the benefit curves shown
n Figure 2. The 1ssues of fainess or equity are
omitted from these educational benefit curves
because they canpot be displayed as 4 simple
function of the educational resources The equity
values (or menit goods) depend ot on the absolute
level of educational resources but on lhé.devlanons
from an optrmum or fair allocation of resources that
1s defined by a pohcy ideal
A basic concern for faimess and equity seems 10
be a universal human chardcterisuc Of course. the
spectfic concepts of what s fair and equitable can
vary quite widely. depending on the cultural traditions
of the society and the local conception of the policy
ideal. Nevertheless, within any society. when an
individual or group 1s denied fair treatment 1n terms
of the prevahing pohcy ideal. there 15 @ unavoidable
response of anger and frustranon which detracts from
the socjal benefit. When such.inequities are allowed
to persist. they generate hostility and social conflit
Because of this natural human response to unfairness
or mequity. the concern for justice has to be one of
the most important concerns of human social policy.
The contern with equahty of educational opportunity
is fundamentally a concern for the fairness and
equity or justice of the educational policy. To
.achieve fairness and gquaty within our educational
policy we must he willing. 1f necessary. to sacrifice
somewhat 1n the effectiveness and efficiency of the
policy. .° )

¥

Our Pragmatic Approximation to the
“Ideal” Policy

“Practical educational pohicy n the United States
provides a ‘commpromise betweeh the deal of equality
of wducational opportynity sther  potentuaily

and
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Q . R . - . T '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

. IS
. .

. ¢ L) )
conflicting objectives such as educational efficiency.

individual  freedom, and economic mcentives. ' In
addition. practca} policy has had to adapt to a large
‘number of practlcal problems which make 1t
nfeasible to provide a really accurate approxtmation
to the ulumaté ideal. The prevalling practical
interpretation of the .concep} of equality of educa-
tional gpportumty “also tends-to take these practical
1ssues into account. Although the mawn goal of an
ideal educattonal pohcy 1s to provide an educational
program that 15 tailored as much as possible to the
educational ndeds of each child, the economic,
necessity of group nstructioh in classrooms has made
attanment of this goal infeasible. Nevertheless, 10
come as close as possible to this ideal objective,
teachers are given wide lauitude to direct their efforts
"to meet individual needs. and modern individuahzed
nstructional packages are being introduced which will
permit even- better indiduahzation of mstructiop.
Simiarly. schools. school districts. and States have
wide latitude to select an educational curriculum that
is as effecuve as possible in meeting. the specific
educational needs of each area.

To some, extent. of course, the present dversity in
education programs reflects the lack of a corsensus
on educational goals and the lack of good informa- |
tion on (he effectiveness of altemative educational
programs. But 1t also reflegts some real differences in
the educational needs of different parts of the
country. Moreover, 1n view of our uncertainty abouf
tthe effectiveness of differeny approaches, the diversity
provides a way of expenmen‘ting with alternatives. -

Although there 15 wide dwversity 1n the educational
content offered ,in the various States, there s
surpnsing  umiformity 1n the basuc educational con-
cepts. To ensure that each individual is prepared °
adequately for cityzenship, education up o some
specified level 15 both free and compulsory. This level
of free. education 1§ treated as a basic educational
entitiement which 15 available to all students. Free
education 15 often provided for several years beyond
the compulsory level” to permyt individuals greater
flexibility 1n meeting their own personal educational
needs. ' . .

In the case of special educational needs, individual
students and groups of students may be given access

.to educational resources beyond this basic entitle-

ment. such-as programs for the mentally retarded,
handicapped, socially ~disadvantaged, or specially
gifted. At ~present there are, of " course, wide
differences among the States in” the, extent and
content of such special educational programs, '

21
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* Contrast in Specification of Practical
Versus “Ideal” Policy

.
.

Although actual educational programs are’ designed
to provide an allocation of educational resourges that
will approximate the théoretical 1deal. there is a very
important difference between tR® practical programs
and the theoretical 1deal 1n the way the allocation of
resources is specified _The allocation of resources in
the idealized educational concept 1s defined 1n terms

‘ff a single umwversal rule which is at least
heoreucall‘yﬁ applicable to all students. This rule 1s

» defined - terms of the ‘relationship between
educational costs and educational benefits. Unfor-
tunately, however, these quantities are so diffictlt to
predict (or even ‘to measure) that they cannot be

"uted as a pracucal administrative guide for educa-
tional programs.

For this reason. both the actual educational
programs and the prevailing practcal 1deal are usually
specified in terms of simple rules and procedures that
are defined 1 terms of more easily measured
quantities such as age and academic achievement
Indeed at one time these glmple cnteria of age and
achrevement weré almost the only critena that were
used. A student of normal public school age had a
nght and duty to be 1n school. If the student reached
ertamn levels of achievemen} he or she would” be
dvanced to the: next grade level. If a student
graduated from public school with a sufficiently good
academic ,record' a college scholarship was more

‘likely to be offered. . »

This very smple almost prifutive. edpcational
concept had a number of obvious advantages. Because
the administrative procedures wete defined in terms
of rather easily measurable objective factors (such as
student age and academic performance). it required a
mimumum of subjective judgment, by the admimistras
tors Obviously with such a simple educational policy.
1t should be comparatively easy to avoid personal §as
1n the admimistration of the programs

But this simple educational concept also had mahy
defects Because 1t was comparatively simple and
ngd: 1t ignored thespecial educational needs of
students who did not fit nto the typical mold.. In
recent yedrs there has been a continuing effort to
make education policy more responsive to the specal
edu@ional needs both of mwornty groups and of
Individual students with special problems. , Although
these efforts have l'endgd to make actual education
programs correspond more accurately o the eduea-
tion 1deal, they have also tended to compheate the

’
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, rules and' procedures that are needed to define the
programs. They have made it necessary to define the
admimstrative  ules and procedures 1n terms of
factors such as educational readiness, academic
aptitude, poverty, or educational disadvantage that
are measured less easly than age and academic
achievement. As the rules and procedures begin to be

. defined in terms uf these more subtle factors, there 1s

an increased requirement for human judgmen i the
devisions ard nevitably an mc.regsed&ﬁ,b(b‘::s'énd
anequity 1 the adminustration of the programs. It 1s
obvious that there 1s a tradeoff 1n the design of the
"educational programs. As we introduce more complex
rules and procedures to provide better “*equality of
educational opportumity” for students with special
needs. we increase the dependence on administrative,
. Judgment and thus increase the risk of bias 1 the
~Aadministration of the programs.

Regardless of how the practical educational
programs are defined. 1t 1s importafit that they be
admumstered as fairly and equitably as possible. We
noted eaglier that the human sense of fairness and
equity seems to be related to a policy 1deal, ahd the
policy 1deal may vary depending on the cultural
environment, Consequently, the 1gsues of equity or
fawrness must be considered both 1n ‘the relationship
between the practical educational programs and the
policy 1deal and in the relatonship between the
actual implementation of the préctical programs and
their formal or legal deffnitions. Thus, the 1ssue of
justice and equity arises not only 1n the formulation
of educational programs but also 1n their administra-
tion or implementation. Significant departures from
fairness at either level can produce a serious loss 1 _
the human value benefits of the educational program. -

Legitimate Versus Non-Legitimate Distinctions
Equality of educational opportunity does fot
fequire 2 complete lagk of disunction among
andividuals or school distnicts. Indeed, distinctions
must be made to provide for the special needs of the
. individual and the differences 1n educational prionties
m different Jocal areas. Equality of leducational X
opportumityy however. does require that such distinc-
tions should be limited only to factors that are
educationally relevant (1.e.. those that are concerned
with the relationship between educational benefits
and educational costs). Thus, legitimate disunctions
can* be based ‘on differences 1n interest, aptitude,
educational readiness. and career opjectives. Accord-
ing to the ideal concept of equality of opportunity.
R ¥ .
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1 however, distinctions cannot 'be legitmately bas‘ﬁ?on

educationally irrelevant factors such as race. sex.

v wealth, ethnic background. soctal status. or rehg:oﬁs

commutment (which are not related to the costs or

1 benefits of education). From the perspective of this

idealized concept. distinctions that are based on such

irrelevant factors are discnimnatory and incompatible
«with equality of educational opportunity.

Although this boundary Between leginimate and
non-legitimate distinctions 15 cleas and simple in the
context of the ulumate or 1deahzed concept. it 13 not
necessarily as simple In the context of our eyolving
practfcal concept ‘The problem arises both because of
confhets with “other objectives and becapseof the

‘~correfations thal <an et between educationally
relcfgm.;faclors such as interest educational readr
ness  and career obectives and educationally arrele-
vant factors such as'sex race. and vealth Because of
these correlations there wan be lezitimate disal
ment within the “pre.athng practial Interpretatiy
about the extent to which 1t 15 permissible toause
factors such as sex ‘dve IS 4R of
educational need or ohe tivess Withmn the last devade

<
o

indiaator

(834

shifting toward arf nterpretation which refuses t
Laccept such cnteng even as mndicators ol «educational
need In addition there
the prionty gven o equality
opposed  to certain. possibly contlicring Ghreltives

has heen o gradua’ increase in
G opportumty as
such as individual freedom  econonue ncentnes and
edycational efficien.y These shifts ot emphasts in the
prevalfing practioal 1deal have bheen sesponsible for
mich of the recent legal and Pdpular concern with
the equality msue A nriet review of the way the
prevaing concept has shifted with regard to the
specific 1ssues of sex. race. and wealth will nelp to
Mustrate the principles and, JJanfy the relatonship
between the pravtical and the wdeal interpretation of
equality of educational opportumty '

Thirty ygars ago 1t was almost umiversally aceepted
that the l)ipxcm} educational needs of boys and girls
were sufﬁq%erem to justify using sex’ as o
criterion for dfrmnd educational programs [t was
assumed that the typical difterences between the
sexes In interests and career objectives were sufficie
ently large to justfy substantial Qifferences between
the+ standard curpculums for male and Temale
students. The purpose of this distinction could be
easily explained in terms of the idealized educational
concept The purpose was not to deny equality of
opportunity to women but to provide equahity of
opportumty by offering a curncplum which was more

ERI
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the prevailing practial view  has been gradually -

“

accurately*tatlored to the assumed needs of individual .
students. Because of the practical difficulty of

identifying such differences in educatiorial needs on

an individuahsged basis. the use of sex as a criterion

for defining curnculum differences seemed to be

justified 1n a pragmatic educational policy. ’

More recently. of course. there has been a large
reversal of this view. With larger numbess of women
entering the gef)gral labor force. there has been a
teéggmtion that. the stereotyped differences between
male and female ®ducational programs were hmuting
rather than enhanéing the career opportunities for
females and that therefore most of these distinctions
were no longer appropriate. With the removal of sex
as an appropratss cnternion for guiding educational -
policy . there 1s of course a greater burden on the
education system to make " ingividualized choices
ahich will correctly reflect the particular neéds of ~.
each studént a> a person .

The listory with regard to race as a legitimate
educational cniterton 15 quite difterent In this sase.
changes have been guided not so much by changes 1n
the pereption ofiwhat was best for the blacks. but
h a growing willingness  to accept the black
population as full and equal citizens Thus the shift
m the educational treatment of blacks has been
pumanly a result of a growmg senstivity to ethical
1ssues. and an increases in the priority attached to
2quality of opportunity for all individuals. '

It seems Jlear that. in terms of the ideal concept
of equality of educational®dpportunity. ndividual
wealth 15 also ,net a legumate disunction. In
principle. therefore, eBucational opportunity should
he ‘independent of the wealth- of an individual’s
parents or Tocality, In practice. as we sl)all sée in
Section V. the level of resources made avatkable to
whool Jhildren depends very strongly on the wealth
ot the locahity i which they live. The courts 1n
several States have acted ‘to weaken the link between :
local wealth and educational resources-n the public
schools within therr junsdictions, but the process of
bringing practice inte lme with principle has been
slow and uncertain? This process refldcts interesting
sinnlanties and contrasts with school desegregation.
Like desegregation, school finanae reform is opposed -
on. the grounds that it flouts the principle of
self-determmation and that, 1f implemented. 1t could
mean the end of quahty public schools (since those
with the means to do so can switch to private,
schooling). The contrast between desegregation, and

_school “finance reform. on the other hand. 1s th&t no

one in the mamnstream of American lhfe mawntans -
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that differences in wealth should or could disappear,
since it 1s the polential difference in wealth that
psovides incentives to maintatn the free-enterprise
system. There thus appears to be a conflict between
two basic principles. .

There are a number of ways by which the, conflict
can be minimized. Methods are available for equal:-
zng tax power. aimed at making the level of
resources avatlable in each school distrkct proportional
to the local tax effort. Such techniques in effect
provide an educattonal subsidy for poorer districts
proportional to their local tax effort, -with the
subsidy being obtained by diverting some fraction of
education-oriented tax revenues from school districts
having a larger local tax base. Such schemes do not
actually . eliminate the relationship between wealth
“ind educational opportunity; rather, they redefine

‘ educafional equity n terms of tax burden instead of
wealth. A realistic appraisal of the problem suggests

. that it 1s probably not feasible to elimnate
completely the effects of wealth on educational
opportunity, and the policy ssue 1n this area must be

+ Whether or not the effects of wealth on educational
opportunity have been sufficiently reduced to accord
with our concept of equity.

One 1nteresttng implication of the idealized
educational concept 1s that legttimate, educational
distinctions can n fact be made on the: basis of
differences n the cost of providing specific educa-
tional services. This ubservation 1s of Lourse cunsistent

. with practical policy and in fact is supported by a

number of cou:}ec:snons. For example, if a school

district has onfy one or two Spanish-speaking
children’ 1t 15 not likely to be practical tu provide
special hilingual education. Although the district has
an obligation to provide sume reasunable educational
assistance to such sludenlg. the absence of a biingual
program 1n such a distrilt is not an indication of
discrimmation. On the other hand. a district that has

a concentration of 25 percent Spanish-speaking

children would have a real obligation tu prowide

special language instruction In such a distnict the
halance of henefits versus costs makes it clear that
such tnstruction 1s needed, and the absenle of such
tnstruction could be nterpreted as clear discrimina-
tion against the Spanish-speaking mimonty.

The cost principle can also_influence the services
that should be supplied i/ Qistricts of different

population density. For example, 1n rural districts it

may not be practical 1o make available the same
versity of educatton programs that can be sup-
. ported 1n large urban areas Such local varations in

Q . t
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the types of education semées provided are not
necessarily an indication of discnmination but may
ﬁi only a " realistic recognution of variations in

ucational costs. Obviously, it does not follow
aptomatically that such services should not be
provided. Many services should "be made available
despite the increase 1 cos The powmnt 1s that a value
Judgment must be made concerning the balance of
costs and benefits. If ts not appropnate to avoid the
value 1ssue” by arbitranly~Tequinng erther identical
educativnal services or 1dentical educational costs 1n
all districts. -

A proper policy dealing with equality of educa-
tional opportunity needs to pay careful attention to
the differences between educationally legitimate and

non-legitimate  distinctions among ngdividuals and .

school districts. The objective is” to avoid any
distinctions based on educationally irrelevant factors
without* nterfering unduly with those distinctions
that are Jegitimately based on educationally relevant
factors.

The Prevailing Practical Concept

The prevalling practical interpretation of the
concept of equality of educational opportunity 1s
difficult to define. It lies somewhere between the
present laws and educational programs and the
dealized concept. It 1s only very vaguely defined and
is subject to evolutionary change. For the purpose of
the present study, however 1t may be helpful to try.
to define the prevailing concepts somewhat more
spectfically.

With regard to elementary and secondary educa-
tion. the prevailing view seems to be that all students

should have equal access to a basic educational .

entitlement  whigh 1s represented by a |2-year
elementary and secondary education. Moreover, the
view seems- to be - that the level of edugational
resources should not be dependent on the wealth of
localities. This principle ts applicable 1n all sttuattons,
except 1n the case of certam special educatjonal needs
that have been spectfically 1dentified /by law as
requinng more than the normal level/of educational
resources. The prevaling concept, however, 1s stll
unclear both with regard to what special educational
needs should be so recognized and with regard .to the
level of additional resources which should be
prqvided. R N
Actual educational programs in the Nation differ
frum this simple statement of the prevailing concept
45 a cunsequence of differences tn educattonal policy

>
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among .States #md among local school districts in 2,

State. The quantitative analysis which is developed in \
Sestion V is designed to provide a quantitative

_ comparison between actual . existing, educational pro-

grams and this simple statement of the prevailing

practicaf goncept. ’ .

Although“in theory it might seem more interesting
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to provide an analysis relative to the u]tifﬁte or

theoretical ideal, it appears to be infeasible at present
to provide any useful analysis of individualized
educational needs based on the bal?nce between cOSts
and benefits. Thus, the decision to relate the analysis
to the prevailing pragmatic concept Yather than' the

. theoretical concept seems inevitable.
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. IV INDICATORS AND EDUCATION POLICY

“

Jhe preceding secfion developed an idealized
interpretation equality of opportunity which s
both equitable and educauonally efficient, and
showed that actual education policy in the United
States can be interpreted as a pragmatic approxime-
tion 1o this 1deal. According to this idealized vonuept,
the level of educational resources provided for each
individual should be determmed by the relatiogsinp
between the ex;;ecled costs and benefits of additional
educational resources. 1t follows that’any really
compreh’ensive indicatgr of inequality of educational
opportunity should be defined 1n terms of such a
relationship between educational resvurces and the
expected benefits.

Our present ability to predict, ur even measure,
the benefits of education 1s far from adequate.
however, to support such comprehensive indicators
Because of the obvious difficulties of dssessing
educational benefits. practical education programs are
defined in terrmas of simphified rules that speuify the
types of education prugrams that should be available
for specific types of students. Thus. education policy
can be considered at two levels. At a fundamental

policy level, we can ask what quantity and quality ui_’q
the"¥s

educational resources are “needed to meet
educational needs of the various groups in Suuiety, At
an admimstrative policy level, we can ask whether
existing programs are so designed and administered
that they will actually delver the qguantity ,and
quality of resources that we have decided are
This distinctidn  between the funda-
mental: as” opposed to the admimstrative, policy
issues 1s important £o0 the develupment of indiators
because different types of indicaturs are npeeded tou
deal with the two different levels of puliLy issues.

At the fundamental policy: level there 1s a need for a
wide vanety of indicators, of Both educational Lusts
and benefits, that can assist i the dévelupment of an
wmformed judgment gbout the relevant human value
1ssues. The policy issues at this level are su dependent -

‘'on human value judgments that there 1s no practical

way to develop furmal ubjective indicators that would
be .omprehensive and generally acceptable. At he

3
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administrative poliey level, however, the 1ssue 1s quite

_different. At this level we are concerned primarily with

the correspondence pelwéen the educational resources
actually delivered and the resources «that we have
decided are appropriate on the basis of the more
fundamental policy judgment. Although there are sull
sertuus difficulties_in the: development of vahd indi-
cators  of educah‘onal resoufces, 1t 15 nevertheless
possible to provide relatively objective resource 1n-
disators that can be applied rather directly to the
analysis of educational policy at tlus admunistrative
level. . N

The 1ndicators and policy analysis developed in this
report are, of course, focused primarily on the adminis-
trative* policy level. However, thé” basic concepts
developed 1n Section III have some important 1mplh-
cations with regard to the formulation and évaluation
of polew at the more fundamental level. Qur purpose
in the next two subsections 1s to consider the
relationship.between indicators and educational policy,
first af the fundamental level and then at the adminis-
trative policy level. '

P
. " .
Indicators and ‘the Fundamental Pol;’g Issues

. . ~ g

* The goal of equality of educational Spporlunlly at
the’ fundamental policy level 1nvolves the equitable
allocation of resources to meet the educanoan;needs
uf all segments of the society. What,is the pmpe# evel
of resources to provide for the handicapped, the
mentally retarded, the specially gifted, t}é educa-
tionally disadvantaged, or those with language
barrier” To address issues of this kind 1t 15 nécesary to
make judgments.about the relationship between educa-
upnal costs and_benefits for students who may have

" very different educational needs.

The theoretical mnterpretation of the educat/igna]
ideal as developed 1n the preceding section provides
sume useful guidance with regard to the prililplcs
involved. The proper allucation of resources to special
needs groups should ulumately be based o
relationship between educativnal benefits and gduca-
tivnal costs. It 1s neither feasible nor desirable to

", -
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providé all disadvantaged students with whatever re-

~sources may be benefleial, for such resources are
. inevitdbly purchased at the expense -of other citizens

and other students. In order, to guide such decisions we

* needinformation on the social and academic benefits

that can be expected from additional education and we
need to relate these benefits somehow to the costs of
the additiong] services. It is importam to emphasize

. that this ‘c\omparison af benefits and costs should bein |

terms of human values,not smply 1n terms of dollars

of academic achievement. At present there 15 no way

such a comparison can be made except through the
* exgreise of human judgment.

Becauge of, the importance of judgment in dealing
with the basic valifitive issues, we can expect that
issues of this type will necessanly continue to bg
decided through the exercise of human judgment
within the political decision process. Improved meas-

+ urement gechniques that are more closely related to
the real educational objectives should help to improve
this process, but they cannot be expected to replace it.

' If we are to 1mprov‘e' our ability to make such
- judgments on a relatively objective basis, we will need

to give careful attention to the kinds of benéfits that
edycation 15 expected to provide. What specific bene-

* fits are expected and what procedures (formal testing
or otherwise) can be used to assess the extent to which
the desired benefits are actually achieved? Obviously,
the study of the, relationship between, educational
benefits and educational costs 1s the traditional domain
of educational research. The 1ssues of psychology,
motyatipn, and aptitude that are ihvolved are far too
com to be addressed specifically in the present
"study. Our purpose here 1s only to show how informa-
tion provxdcd' by such egucational research relates to
policy deglanns concernife equality of educational
opportunity.

Statistical information organized and analyzed at
the national level Tan be a vgry useful aid 1n developing
a better understanding of some of these cost-benefit
relationships in educatidn. A major part of the NCES

response to the-mandate to feport on the condition of

education rests in asseséments of the quahty of
education as measured py outcomes. The National
Assessment of Educatjonal Pr(;grcs_s and the National
Longitudinal Study both relate directly to this respon-
sibility. The work thaT-NCES has done over the years
in collecting and disseminating data on education
_outcomes is a valuable product ‘of wide use 1n the
education community,-and the indicators of outcome
i The Condtion of Education are particularly helpful.

If this type of information on outcomes” were -

s .
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combined with information on resources and revenues

suth as that contained 1 the ELSEGIS data file, it -

seems likely that 1t could contribute substantially to-an
improved understanding of the relevant relationships.
Although it 1s unrealistic fo expect such an analysis to
_provide any simple objective indjcators of the cost:
benefit relationships, 1t should contribute substantially
1o the development of more informed judgments
conceming, these 1ssues. Obviously, one should not
plan to rely exclustvely ofi the formal statistical results
of such nationwide analysis, for there is always much
more information in such sufveys than will appear in
the national averages. It is important to l6ok behind
the statistical relationships to understand the underly-
ing cause-and-effect relationships. Moreover; wherever
possible it is importafn to support the statistical
. findings by specific research experiments to confirm
the ndicated cause-and-effect relationships. Through
the yse~of a combination of national statjsﬁcal data
And the traditional methods of educational research it

should be possible to-provide an improved understand-’

ing of the relevant relationships.

In developing these judgments, however, one should
remember that the purposes of education are broader
than pur@ly academic and that factorsesuch as social

adjustment and preparation for-citizenship also needto -
be considered. Although it is much more difficult to .

evaluate progress in thege areas, such progress needs to
be considered in the overall assessment of the educa
tional benefits. This may suggest that the Federal
Government should place greater emphasis on educa-
tional and sociological restarch aimed at providing
better methods for evaluating these less obvious
. educational benefits.
To illustrate hdw such judgments conceming educa:
tional benefits cah and should be applied in the
*_assessment of equal opportumty educational programs,
we will consider two specific examples: the ESEA Title
I program which 15 designed to provide extra educa-
tional resources for students who are educ!itionally
disadvantaged and the, recent act dgaling with the
education of allhandicapped children.
. The Title I program is designed.to provide extra
educational resources for studentg who are education-
ally disadvantaged."To reach these students the pro:
gram is targeted at schools and sthool districts that
have a higher-than-average enrollment of poverty stu-
dents. Within these schools the program is aimbd at
students®vho are not achieving at the expected fevel.
The basic premise of the act is that extra resources are
needed to overcome the disadvantages of the sogjal ahd

...Q ) N

~~cononiic efvironmerit so Urat-these studemts with be
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able to perform at a-level more commensurate with
their native ability. The foregoitg idealized concept of
equality of educational opportunity makes it clear that
the justificatign of this program depends ulumately on
the educational results it can produce; and indeed
there is now considerable congressional pressure to
evaluate’(fie program in terms of the results produced.
To evaluate the program we must ask whether the
educational benefits actually achieved are commen-
surate with the cost of the program. If 1t could be
shown that the program is producing very large
educational benefits relative’ to the costs, then the
program obviously would be justified and it might be
appropriate to expand the program even further.
Conversely if 1t could be shown that the program is
producing little or no educational benefits, one could
conclude that the existing program is not justified and
that it should be either restructured or eliminated.
Although at present it 15 unlikely that educational

‘research can provide such definitive results, this ex-

ample shows how the results of wesearch can affect
policy decisions with regard to equality of educational
opportunity.

The program administered under the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act has not yet reached a
stage suitable for such a critical review, but 1t s
reasonable to expect that such a review will be
requifed at some time in the future. The act specifies
that every handicapped child must receive a free

~ education appropriate to his or her unique educational

needs. However, the act is not specific with regard to
how educational “needs” are to be defined or what is
to be interpreted as education “‘appropriate” to the

“needs Presumably these interpretations are to be left

to administrative regulations. .

Whether or not the restlting-program will be able to
pass future céngressional scrutiny may depend on how
these issues are resolved in the administrative regula-
tions. If educational “‘needs” are appropriately defined
to mean the gap between the present education of the
child and the educational level which provides a proper
balance between costs and benefits, then it 1s likely
that the program can produce a very helpful contribu-
tion to equality of educational opportunity. However,
i, educational need is defined to.mean the gap between
the cument status and the educational resources
required to allow the handicapped thild to reach his
maximum potential regardless of cost, then there 1s a
risk that the program could lead to a serious waste of
educational resource and, it might ultimately be
couhterproductive re?ative to the goal of equality of

Lopportunity.

In the legislative formulation of these anq_,ather
special-educational programs it 1s important to take
“into account the practical limtations n our ability to
evaluate educational needs. We noted earlier that
actual educational programs can at best be only a

rough appfoximation to the educational “1deal.” Thé\‘

practica] hmitations in our ability to realize the 1deal
arise partly because of our inability to accurately
measure or predict educational benefits, and partly
because of condlicts with other social objectives which
make it* eithersimpractical or undesirable to provide
perfect equality of educational opportunity.

Because of the present limitations in our ability to
evaluate special educational needs, a proliferation of
special'needs legislation could pose a real threat to the
goal of equality of educational opportunity in the
United States. Even in the existing programs which
deal with rather obvious.categories such as language
barriers and po¥erty, it has proved very difficult 1f ot
impossible to provide any objective esumat& the
additional edacational resourc at may be approprn-
ate. As the number of special needs groups ehgible for
extra resources increases, the problem qfﬁZun'ng that
the programs are unbiased and educatlonaﬂy{ﬁ%tlﬁed
becomes increasingly complex. Indeed, if enough
special needs groups are defined, the child who is not
eligible for special assistance might legitimately claim

* to be a victim ofﬁiscrimination

As the number of special needs programs increases,
decisions on the allocation of educational resources are
likely to become less objective and more dependent or
the politieal influence of specialanterest groups. For
this reason it is important to avoid any nonessential
expansion in the categornes of educational need that
are offigially recognized as deserving of extra re-
sources.

Indicators and the Administrative
Policy Level .

Although considerations at the fundamental policy
level necessarily involve the relation between resources
and benefits, the concern at an admimistrative «Jevel
involves the relation between the educational resources
actually provided and the resources that we have
determined to be needed. The Title I context again
serves as an example. Regulations require- that educa-
uonally disadvantaged students served under the pro-
gram have available to them, from State and local

_ funds, a basic program roughly equal to that of

children not receiving such services. This quantitative
relationship can be investigated using resource indi-

p.
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cators only, and they are so used 1 monitoring f\ﬁ
Title | comparability requirement.

There is a further contrast between pohcy and
administrative levels, Administrative requifements for
equality — or requirements stipulating the degrge of
dispanity that constitutes inequality - tend to be
expressible in quanutauve and absolute terms. The

Title | comparability fequirement and the Hobson v. .

Hansen requirement stipulate specific quantitative
standards, both in the sgpse that they define (althqugh
differently) the components of education cost to be
considered and 1n the sense that they define a pownt of
dispanty at which equahty ceases and 1nequahty
begins. On the other hand, the. policy level operates
without resort to an absolute standard of resources and
withouf access to a single point at which nequahty can
be 1d€ntified. ’
_ The dicators that have been applied “at the
administrative level have traditionally fallen nto two
mamn categories those that are concerned with
equality of access, and those that are concerned with
equahty of educational resources. Generally the access”
indicators tend to be most useful in the early stages of
an equahzation program when there are likely to be
real access barsers to the specific student groups. Thus
accessyndicators were widely used 1n the early stages
of racial desegregation, and they are now quite helpful
in the analysis of various types of sexua) discrimina-
ton. -
The Supreme Court decision which ruled segregated.
«schools to be inherently unequal gave rise to a need for
a variety of mdicators providing mmformation on the
racial composition of schools. The earhest indicators
- were essentially access indwators which asked what
“fraction of the black students attended schools that
were 100 percent segregated. Later this cnterion was
revised to consider schools with some specified but
high™percentage of minonty students. At present the
most commonly used measure 15 the desegregation
index which measures the degree of interracial contact
in the schools of a distnct. There 15 now a growing
recognition, however, that i order to provide a better
representation of the actual situation there 15 a need
for indicatoré that can reflect the relationstup between
the racial composition of the schools and the composi-
tiop of the neighborhood environment. One such
approach which also provides a measure of the
desegregation effort was designed last year under a
contract sponsored by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Education.*

vSce Alfernanve Measures of Desegregation, J.N. Killslea,
George | Pugh. and Bruce Loatman. I ducation Policy Rescarch
Center (forthcoming)
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Theoretically 1t might appear thgt the access indi-
cators are merely simphfied forms of resource indr-
cators. for 1t 1s hard to see how there could be
inequality of access without a parallel meqda]ity in the
allocation of educational resources. In practice, how-
ever, this 1s really not true. Since resource indicators
are defined over the population of students enrolled,
potential students who are dented access may not be-
histed at all in the data to which the indicators are
apphed. Thus 1n practice there 1s a. need for access

indicators to ensure that relevant individuals are not .

completely omitted from the educational population,
and there 152 need for resource indicators to ensure
that the school populations are fairly served. .

There ase 'a number of different types of resource
indicators that might be appropnate for different types
of applications.

1. Indicators of Total Educational Resources

Thus 1s probably the most obvious and generally
useful type of ndicator for use at tHe federal level
to evaluate the departures from equality of oppor-
tunity on a nat‘ionwide basis. These indicators can
be applied in a monitoring role to detect situations
in which the allocation 6f educational resources ’
.may discriminate against specific population groups.
Because the Federal responsibility is concerned
primarily with overall resource levels (leaving the
specific choices on “educational curniculum and
priorities to* the State and local level), these
indicators-should focus as much,as possible on the
total educational resources proviced. '

Such indicators should be designed so that they ~
may be computed from information that 1s available
or can be made available for all school districts
through standard reporting procedures. To provide
a proper measure of actual, educational resourges,
such indicators, should probably correct for differ-
ences, in the cost of educational resources in
different tegions, of the country and for cost
differences between the -rural and urban environ-
ments. Such ifdicators can be used-both as an aid in
detecting discrimination and as a general guide i\r’lt,
the development of Federal policy oh equalk){::éi"-_.’ N
educational opportumty. Since single nditater’
can be perfect, and each will havaiiiferent faults, it
may be appropriate to develop a number of
different indicators of this type. The analysis 1n the
present study 1s concetned primarily with certain )
indicators of this type. )

»
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. 4. Supplementary Beneﬁt Indicators -

RIC

2. Formal or Legdl Indicators of Educational Re-

sources -

v

To help m dlrectmg s&pplementary Fegeral
funds toward desired targgt groups ‘or to.motjvdte
civil rights comphance there may be a need for
indicators that can be incorporated in legislation,
for example as in Title I, as-a legal criterion
governing the allocation of funds or ag a Iegal
requirement for civil rights compliance. The re-
source indicators appropriate for this type of.
application are technically very’ similar to the

general resourge indicators mentioned above, but to.

be suitable as an official or legal vriterion, an
indicator should be particularly simple and noncon-
troversial “For example, sophisticated statistical
corrections for cost variations which mght _be
acceptable 1n a research-onented indicator might be
unacceptable in a formal or legal indicator. On the
other hand, the resourge indicators of the first kind
mght well be used as a guide in selecting the most
approprnate Iegal indicators. -

3, Supplementary Resource Irdicators

When statistical information of any kind lS
¢ollected; there is always a nsk that some of the
data will be dehberately or madvertently\mxs]ead
ing. This risk 1s patticularly strong where the
information is likely to be used as a basis for the
allocation of funds. Thus, there is often a need for
supplementary information which can help in de-
tecting falsified or misleadué/nformation.

For example, although tHére may be no real need

at the Federal level to know the specific mix of -
educational resources (teachers, teacher aides, etc.).

that is actually supplied, the availability of such
informatibn can sometimes be helpful.

Infom’iatlon concermng educatlonal achievement:
and other educational benefits Can also be very
.useful as a supplementary indicator of educational
resources. The usefulnq§s of this kind of informa:
tion as an indicator depends on the assumption that
aptifude, “interest, add motivation will, on the
average, be quite similar within any large socna]
group. Consequently, where achievement scores (or

other educational benefits such as the fraction of .

college attendance, the quality of jobs obtained, pr
income level) scem to be systematically low

e * 2
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some group than for the general population, there 1s

a reasonable presumption that equality of educa-

tional opportunity may not have been provided.

Howegver, this presumption could in fact be incor-

rect if there are substantial pre-existing differences

either in the typical motivation or interest of the

group relative to the rest of society or in the

educational requirements of the local job market.

Consequently edueational outcome information can

never provide more than circumstantial evidence of
discrimination. Whether there is actual dscrimina-

tion depends.on whether the education provided -
offers a balance of benefits versus costs comparable

to that provided for the rest of society.

n of Indicators for the Present Study

The mtervnews held early in the project identified a

wide range of interests in indicator development.

Although the total interest was wu;e there appeared to

be the consensus that the greatest need was for

resource indicators that could be applied to a national

data base ‘to obtain assessments, no matter ‘how
approximate, of the extent of inequality of educational
opportunity. Such assessments are of valae as an NCES

tool for advi“\sing Congress on the condition of educa-
" tion and for assisting in detection of potential discrim-
nation. They are also important aids in guiding

consideration of school financing and tax considera-

. tions. Great interest was also displayed in measures
that might eventually be employed in assessing inequal-
ities for handicapped children, undoubtedly motivated

-by recent passage of the Education for All Hand:-

capped Children Act. Unfortunately, the devélopment
of a formal indicator suitable for such an assessment

appears to be beyond the present state of the art.

Accordingly, the approach taken n this study has

been to develop a resource measure that could l;e

- applied to a nationat data base to assess disparities, in
the general student population, and to study as well
the

disparities across other Jopulations  and

socioeconomic situations.

The development of resource indicators must take

1nto account certain priorities and constraints:

® Simplicity. In the series of interviews conducted

early in the study, the characteristic identified as most
important is simplicity. Although it may be desirable

for technical reasons for ,an indicator to be calculated

by a direct and snmple mechanism, the simphcity
referred to by the interviewees is as viewed by the user.
This emphasis on simplicity of understanding will often
conflict in seme degree with the critena of comprehen-
siveness and validity.

= 25
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® Comprehensiveness. It is desirable, as assurancg of
validity, that,a resource indicator encompass as much
of the resources in the education system as possible.

Often, analyses employ an indicator that covers sub- "

stantially less than the entirety of educational re-
sources. Although this may be justified by the fact that
the indicator includes the largest or most important
portion of total resources, such incomplete coverage 1s
acceptable, but onlif’when it is explicitly ndted, so that
the user can determine whether or not the tradeoff
between simplicty and comprehefisiveness 1s satisfac-
tory for a particular application. If pogsible such an
indicator should be tested and com d against more
complete indicators, sa that the
estimate of the error potential of the 1n i

e Validity. 1t s mplicit, in the discussion of

simplicity Jand comprehensiveness, that validity 1s an

important criterion for indicator development. Two

. points have tq be made. First. validity is not an

, overrid‘lng criteron,

.
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since it must trade off with
simplicity. More amportant, there are very importaiit

.limits on the extent to which an indicator can be

validated at all,‘since there 1s no accepted criterion of
what resources should be available to chuldren. This
study has taken an approach of developing a norm

Jbased of nationwide averages of resources provided.

Although the approach is taken because no acceptable
alternative® appears to be availahle, 1t 1s nonetheless
subject to the caujion that vahdity, hike equality, 1s a
relative rather than an ‘absollte goal: ;

® Feasibihty and Cost. it 1s desirable for an
\ndicator not to require data collection so frequent or
so exhaustive as to-increase the expense above réasml-
able Limits. Moreover, an mndicator should be applicable
for use as a trend-analysis tool, as well as for a snapshot
assessment; this implies that at least some minimum set
of data elements 1s required péuodically, perhaps
augmented by less frequent collection for certain other
resource elements. P .

The resource indicators of the type dgveloped for
this study are inherently limited to an analysis of
educatfonal 1ssues at_the administrative rather than the
fundamental policy level. That 1s, they arg useful for a

comparative analysis in which the actual resources

provided are compared with some specific concept
concefning the resource levels that ought to be
provided. In principle, therefore, such measures could
be used to evaluate equality of opportumty for the
handicapped if there were some well-defined concept
of the appropriate resource fevels for vanous types of

handicapped. Unfortunately, however, the real prob--

lem mn developing practical programs for the handi-

_.access and resources are derivative.

capped 1s‘that no such estimate of the approptiate
resource levels is available. Thus, realistically this type
of measure 1s not likely to be of much value in the
monjtoring of education for the handicapped until
after some reasonable consensus on the approbriate
programs begins to emerge. - -

.1n order to provide any real information on the
resource levels that ougf\t to be . prodided, it is
necessary to combine information on the resource
levels with information on educationat outcomes.
Although it 15 certainly_beyo the state of the art to
provide a formal comprepensive jndicator which
properly compares existing pr gram$ relative to the
ideal cost benefit balance, it appears to be entirely
possible to provide an analysis of the relationship
between educational resources as analyzed in the

present study and a variety of outcome indicators such.

as academic test scores and others that are réported by
NCES, for example in. The Condition of Education.
Although the application of this concept to the
handicapped would require more comprehensive infor-
mation than is now available on that population, the
concept could be applied quite effeetively to the
general area of elementary/secondary education using
presently available data sources. . .

In the .course of interviews conducted during this
period, virtually no interest was shown in the develop-
ment of indicators of inequality of educational out-
come. We can only surmise what accounts for this laek
of interest. To some degree it probably reflects -a
realistic appraisal of difficulty of relating outcomes to
any practical concept of equality of opportunity. For
another, NCES already sponsors two . major studies, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress and the
National Longitudinal Study, which eprovide 2 wide
variety of information on outcomes. Yet, in a more
fundamental sense, information on owytcomes is critical
to the development of programs that can Jprovide
better equality of opportunity. The more easily meas-
ured areas — access and resource inequalities — are of
real concern principally because we assume that they
relate to outcomes. All students, regardiess of race or

s

ethnic heritage, should be admitted freely to schools as-

a constitutional right; but it is plainly expected that
school desegregation will eventually lead to better
outcomes for minorities. Moves to correct imbalances
in tesources within the States are based not just on the
idea of equity, but also on the assumption* that the
equity thus purchased will lead to greater equality of
outcomes. In this sense,-then, outcomé is primary and

Although the development of a really 'flp[,:m)pnate

't -
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\\ measure of equahty of opportunity based on outcomes

" would be a monumental task’ it seems likely that same'

very useful insights could be obtamed by combining
information on outcomes with information on re-
sources in a sigle nationwide analysis. The exter'n 10
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which yarivus outcome measures appear or do not . *

appear to be correlated with educational resources m
_ such an analysxs should help 1n assessing the need for
Federal action aimed at further equahzation of educa-
tional resources.  »

.
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V THE ANALYSIS

. .

This study was onginally motivated by the desire to
analyze the status of elementary and secondary educa-
tion 1 America with regard to inequahty of oppor-
tunity. Recognizing that such an analysis would
depend on quantitative measures of equality < and

_ inequality, NCES placed first priority on their develop-
ment and secondary prority on applying them to the

. Census/Elementary and Secondary General lnforma-
tion System (ELSEGIS) data base 1o derive an assess-
ment. This section describes first the methodology and

ihen the results. The discussion of the methodology
reviews the data file, the general analysns concept, the
alternative measures of educational resources devel-
oped n this study, and the rélation between el
measures and district size and type. The last half of the
section summarizes the results. In keeping with the
pnonues of the project, the principal effort 1n the
study was applied 10 methodological development. the *
summary discusston of the results 15 to be considered as
-only suggestive of the findings. Many readers will be
int€rested pumarnly 1n the resylts, but we caution that
a correct understanding or interpretation of the results
1s not possible without at least a basic understanding of
the indicators and methods employed.

The discussion 1s 1ntended to be thorough but

" nonmathematical, the methodology and mathemati.al
derivations are presented more fully n notes at the end
of the section.

Analysis Procedures

»

The Data File .

The’ preceding sections developed the coneeptual
framewark for the study from a very general perspec-

. tive, with no reference to a particular data base. Actual
indicators, on the other hand, must be devélopcd with
reference to specific data, although of course an
indicator should be sufficiently flexible 1n form to be
used with other data sources. The 1ndicat®rs discussed
here were develpped with specific reference to the
1970 .Census/ELSEGIS data file, thus providing not
only a testing ground for indicator development but

)

also an assessment of inequality of educational oppor-

tunity 1n that Year and a means of evaluating the
effectiveness of files like Census/ELSEGIS 1n support-
ing future assessments of this kind.

The basic Census/ELSEGIS data file contains’ aggre-
gated information for a nationally representative
sample of 4,716 school districts.with enrollment of’
more than 300 students.! * The file used mn the study
inctudes four types of information:

® From the 1970 Census Fourth Count of Popula

tion. economic, social, ethnic, and racial data,
together with some data on the degree of
urbanization”

® From Part B of ELSEGIS for the 1969 70 school

year. expendifures by category and revenues by
souree

® From Part A of ELSEGIS for the fall of 1970:

teachers and other instructional staff by leve] of
education, and enrollment and attendance by
grade level

® From .a file developgd by the Ofﬁce of the’

AssistInt Secretary for Planning and Evaluation:
equalized property values per pupil

The analysis that can be carned out using any dath
file 15 of course limited by the contents of’the file."
The most important hmitation of the Census/ELSEGIS
data file arises because it deals only with aggregate
district information. Because it provides no informa-
tion oh within-district differences, it is not possible to
analyze differences between schools in a district in .
terms of the level of resources or the characteristics of
their students. I follows that in analyzing the level of
resourcel to, say, munorities, we are restricted to
companng districts only by their varying proportions
of minonty students, there 15 no assurance that the .
munority students are receving the district’s average
per-pupil resources. There are two other impértant
limitations of the file. It does not include information
on educational achlevemem and consequently any
dnalysis of inequality usmg the fife is Festricted to
educational resources provided to the students. In

3

*Notes appear at the end of this section.
< .
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, . Jddion, 1t does not confam ttformation on special
eduvation prograis. dnd accordingly an analysis can-’
not tahg account of the nonumform distribution of,

. such prograus.

Strictly speaking. formiation on the sources of,
educational revenue 1s not needed for an analysis ot
neqUahty n educational opportunity. From the point
of view of a student, the revenue sougces are irrelevant.
For a Federal or State review of mequahty of
educational opportumity, lhowever, it 1s important to
know to what extent exituing Federal ‘and” State
; proggams are contributing to an equahzation of educa-
: tional * opportumty. [t 15 also importamt to know

whether or not the financial burden of education 1s
equitably di¢tmbuted among the vanous ethnic. social,
and economic groups. For these reasons 1t was decided
to analyze revenue seurce nformation as well as
educational Tesources.

The Analysis Concept .

.

The basic goal of the analysis 1s to measure the
vanations n per-pupil educational resources dehvered
by the Nation's school distrists To what extent can
vagations be explaned by leiimate factors such as
differences 1 educational costs’ To what extent are
the vanations correlated with factors that are educa-
tionally 1rrelevant, such as race. property wealth, or
family ncome” Since there 1s no officially recognized
level of educa%nal resources that “ought™ to be
delivered, 1t wa$ decided to use the Census/ELSEGIS
data 1self td estabhsh a national average or “norm’” of
educanonal néed for various types of school districts
‘and then .determine the extent to which individual

JAruiToxt provided by Eic

school districts differ from this established norm.” It

was rtecogmzed that legiumate differences between

school distncts might dictate different resource levels.

, " For example. the per-pupil resource level for an
elementary school distnct will generally be lower than

p for a secondary school district. Umfied school districts.

which serve both elementary and secondary students,

will usyally operate at,an ntefmediate level 1n per-

pupil educational resources. Similarly, economies and

diseconomies of scale 1n the operation of a school

district may require differences wn resources. A very

small school district may have to operate with small

classes and scHools, whereas a very-large school district

can economize ‘with larger “classes but wll usually

expenence larger per-pupil non-instructional costs.

‘ Although some of these vanations 10 the appropnate

resource level may tend to cancel, there 1s reason 1o

believe that there are some real vanations 10 thg
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appropnate per-pupil resources depending of the s
of a school district,

Aftethe national norm or average resource levebfor
vi ypes and sizes of school districts (to be
specfiied below)-was determined. ndividual districts
were compared with this average or norm. A district
which dehvered only 90 percent of the average
resource level for districts of 1ts size and type was given
a‘score of .90, a district that delivered 115 percgnt of
the average for is size and type was given a score of
1.15. The resulting scores were analyzed to see to what
extent their vanations were correlated with factors
such as race or wealth that should be educationally
irrelevant. .

The appropniatg level of resources per pupl for a
school district depend on many other factors as
well. For exdmple, 1t mght depend on the percentage
of studentd in the distnct who have some ty.pe “of
special educational need. K might also .depend on the
extent to which the local job market has a need for
vocational training. Although many factors may legit1-
mately nflugnce the apprbpnate resource ‘level, only
two — grade fevel composition and district enrojiment
-- entered 1nto ,@e computation of noraws fpr this
study. . :

Data on the distribution of handicapped pupis were
not availablee1n Census/ELSEGIS. Although data on
Sther factors that might affect the appropriate norm.
such as proportion of poverty or of Spanish—laﬁguage
population, weje available 1n Census/ELSEGIS, they
were not used to determine the norms.- One of the
main purposes of this study was to measure the
dispanties In resource distnbution across Just such ’
groups. Since there is no generally accepted norm for
these groups, the study focused on the raw mequahty
of resource drstribution, regardless of educational need.
If one Judées these groups to require more resources
than the norm, then any dispanties noted here should
be magnified i accord with that judgment. This 15 not
to say that judgments of need are impossible o1
unnecessary, but only that the 1ssue of need has been
separated from the 1ssue of resource distnbution 1n this
study. This makes 1t easier for one t0 draw one’s own
conclusions, without having to adjust for assumptioné
with which oné disagreés.

\

Alternative Resource Measures
LT £
One of the most important 1ssues in the present
study was the selection and evaluation of specific
methods for estimating educatiop resources. The

choice of measures was subject to several goals and
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constraints: comprehensiveness in terms of including
important components of education’ resources, sim-
plicity and intuitive clarity, accuracy, and sensitivity to
legitimate and non-legitimate vanations according to -
local circumstances.

Perhaps the most obvious such measure mught be
provided simply by dividing the total educational
budget of a district by its enrollment. Such a simplhistic
approach has some rather serious defects. First, there
a? large differences i the cost of hiring teachers both
among the different regions of the country and
between urban- and rural school districts, Consequently
any effort to use dollars as the sole criterion of
comparison could produce a distorted picture of the
educational resources actually delivered to the suu-
dents. Second, there are rather wide vanations in the
way districts report yearly capital expendituras that
have bttle or no correspondence with the educasional
resources aactually delivered to the studen& n any
given year. : (

" To munimize the effects of such irrelevant financal
vanationsg#an etfort has been made to choose measures.
that are related to the actual educational resources,
such as teachers and books. and including 1n some cases
plant maintenance, food and pelth services. and the
like. "Six resource measures were developed and
checked against €ach other to see how sensitive the
results are to thespecific choicz The measures range
from some very smple and obvious alternatives to
some that are relauvely sophisticated. The following
discussion proceeds through the measures in order of
Increasing complexity. so that defects ahd himitations
identified in the simpler ones serve to motivate some of
the more complex vefsions. ' - )

. .

M. Current Expenditures

This very simple measure 1§ obtamned by summing
the reported current expéndnures (excluding transpor-
tation) and dividing by the total enrollment 1n each
school district.* The rationale is that the value of
educational resources provided to sthdents ought 1o be
about propgruional to therr cost :

One weakness of this measure - shared by all the
others developed here - 15 1ts failure to reflect the

quality of school facilities. The Census/ELSEGIS data <

base does not contain any information that can
support an accurate assessment of the quality of school
facilities provided to the students. On the other-hand,
capital expenditures are typically a rather small frac-
tion of a school district’s budget, so that ths pmission

*may not be very serious. Probably a more important

Q

?

/degree; and 2] years for a doctorate,

A 2

’ I
~ weakness of this measure 15 that 1% does not reflect the

differences in the cost of providing educational services
in different school districts. The same dollar budget per.
student ‘might produce a quite different quality “of
education in different parts of the country. Most of the
alternauves that follow are interfded to -correct this

problem by referring to atual educational resources
rather than dollars. J .

M2 Classroom Teachers

! | 2

Teacher salaries typically account for about 58
percent of the curréql operating budget for a school
distfict, exclusive of transportation.® Thys simple meas-
ure, which is obtained by dividing the number of
chsstoom teachers by the total enrollment, therefore
accounts for a large fraction of the total educational
resources By dealing directly wath the educational
resources rather than the cost of the resources it
corrects’ one of the most serious problems with the
previous measure. In other ways, however, 1t may He
less satisfactory. It fails to reflect any of the diffes-
ences in the traming, experience, or quality of the
teachers that fight be reflected n salary differences,

and 1t omuts completely all educational resources
except the teachers. ’ ?

. M3 lnstructional Staff We;ghfed.b)/{)egree Level

One way of lmprevm'g on M2 is 1o give different
welght to teachers with different levels of experience .
and education. The ELSEGIS data base contains no
information on expenence. It does contain data on
degree level for all proféssional instructional staff,
which includes not only classroom teachers but also
other personnel, Such as- principals and guidance
counselors.? ©

"Measure 3 therefore counts the number of such staff
per pupil, with each staff member counted according
to degree level. This raises the issue ofthow much extra ’
credit should be given. In this measure, staff members
dre weighted in proportion to estmated years of
education. 14 years:for less than a bachelor’s degree;
16 years for abachelor’s degree, 18 years for a master’s_

‘
f

M4. Current Expenditures with Salaries Controlled
by Degree Leve]

two obvious defects
ect: the weighting of”
nrary, and it omjtted

The preceding measure
which this one attempis to ¢
different degree levels was

b
L
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entirely all educational resoutges except the mstiuc-

tional staff, It seems likely thar one of the best .
estimates of the educatienal value of staff with hugher |
degiees might be provided by the national average ™
salaries for teachers at each degree level. In this .
measure the instructional staff is weighted by the

national average salary for each degree level: $9,613

for less than a bachelor’s degree, $8.790 for a;
bachelor’s «degree. $11,292 for a master's degree"
$12.893 for a doctorate (figures taken from Current .
Wage Developments. September 1972)." The hxgher“
average salaries for teachers wjth less than a bachelos’s

. degree may reflect the fact that this group tends to be

o

older and more expenenced than the typical bachelor
level teachgt. This suggests that an adjustment based on
years of experience would be appropnate, Census/
ELSEGIS. however, contzlns no mformauon/on expen-
ence. 1 ’
This weighting of the mstructional staff by*national
average salary for each degree level gives this measure
the units of dollars per puptl — the same lunits as for
other current expenditures. Thus 1t 1s {possible to
combine the other current expenditures with the salary
weighted wstrucuonal staff to provide a more compre-
hensive measure of educational resources. With this
adgggon. the measure includes all the educationak
resources included 1n the original “current expendr
ture” measure. Of course, the part of currént expend:
tures that ether than for staff 1s not corrected for
geographic cost vanations. byt since this component
typically represents only about 34 percent of current
expenditures (5240 out of a total of $702 per pupil)
the faijure to correct for cost vanations may not be tog
senous. It appears preferable to include these costs.
even 1n an uncorrected form, rather than to omut them

enurely. Moreover, there 1s reason 10 beleve that there *

is less vanation from place to place in tje price of
nominstructional 1items than i mstAictional shlarfes. <

As a simple example of the weighting prdcedure,
assume that a distnct employs three instructional sta i
and spends a total of $10.000 for other instructional
expendrtures. lts actual expenditures and weighted
expenditures are therefore as follows

q
. Actual ©  Weighted
Teacher,(B.A.) S 9,600 S 8‘79é
Teacher (I}.A.) . $9900" S 8799
Teagher (M.A.) sizs00  sile2
Other mstructibnal expenditures $10,000 $10,000
! ' $42.000  $38872

32
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This measure 1s probably one of the most satisfac-
tory that 1s possible within the limits of the present
ELSEGIS data base. However, 1t has one weakness that
rmught be desirable 16 correct. It 1gnores any vanations
among distnicts in the quahity of teachers within a giveo
degree level. Some school distrnicts may systepatically
hire better quality teachers, and such a difference in
quahty might be reflected in the salary paid for
teachers at a given degree level. The next measure
attempts to adjust for this consideration.

as. Current Expenditures with Salaries Controlled
by Degree Level and Adjusted for “Quality”
A%

Thus measure 1s the same as the preceding one
except that the salary weights are torrected-to include
possible vanatrons fn teacher “quality” as ‘these are
reflected 1n teacher salanes. To obtain the “quality”
factor, the actual curreqt expengditure for instructional
staff 1n each school distdict 1s compared-with the salary
budget that would be predicted on the basis of the
actual mux of degree levels and an “average” salary for
each degree level. The ratio of the actual to predicted
salary expenditures is treated as 2 “quality” factor that
1s used to multiply the teacher weights. The “average”
sbﬁ;y for each degreg-level was calculated for &ach of
folY urbamzation categories (center city SMSA, sub-
urban SMSA, other urban, and rural®) in gach of nirfe
geographic regions” of the country. To chlculate thess
average salary factors for each of the 36 urbanization
and regional categories, the total professional instruc-
uonal staff salary expenditure for all schoolNlistriéts in
each of the 36 categori€$ 4was compared with the salary
that would be predictedjf'all staff at each degree level
were paid the national .average salary for that degrée
level. The ratio between the actual and the predicted
salary epxenditure for each regional and urbanization
category was used as a local salary factor which was
multiplied by the -national average salary for each
degree level to produce the estimated local salary level
used 1n the predicuons.® Mathematically this approach
s equivalent to using the total current expenditures (as
n measure 1) but with the actual teacher salaries
adjusted by a local salary factor which corrects for
regional and urbanization variations in the average
pnice of instructional staff. ’

Analysis of the results produced by this measure
suggests, however, that it probably did not produce
any improvement over the preceding simpler measure.
fndeed there is some evidence that the effort to correct
for diffeterices in feacher quality may actually have
introducéd almtost random fluttuations in the esti-

v
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mated educational resources. These fluctuations may

7~ be related to such factors as unionization, but the
J

Census/ELSEGIS file contains np data on unjonIZation.

Ms. A Compus‘ne Measure
¥
Sface each of the preceding measures has different
defects, 1t 15 possible that some. mixture of those five
might prodice a betizr measure than any single one of
them. To develop such a composite measure an analy sis
was made to find what muxture of the preceding five
would be most successful in” explaning their total
vanance.” The result was a composite to which M1,
M2, M3. M4, and M35 contnbuted 19 percent. 1§
percent, 20 percent. ‘23 percent and 20 percent.
respecuively. As 1t turned out. this composite actualiy
* produced results very similar to M4 Although mathe-
matcally 1t seems to be sightly supenior to measure 4
in explaming the total vapance the diftgrences are too
small to be vers significant
Thus. due t¢ ity mtungve appeal 1t appears that
measure 4 15 the most satisfactory of the measures and
moreover. 1t appears to be almost as good as the best
. Possible gomposie measure ' For thus reason. meas-
ure 4 has been used in"the presentation of results for
those cases where the displays are himited 1o a singhe
measure ’

The Dependence on District Size and Type

To show the sensiivity of the results to the
diiferent resource measures o separate equality 1n-
equality indicator was developed for cach of the SIx
measures and most of the analvsis was duplicated tor
each ot these ndiators As mentioned carher. the
bastc procedure of the, analysis was to define the
indicator as the ratio of resour.es actuglly provided to
the average or normal level of resources for districts of
the same’ grade level coverage and sive For each

. Tesource measure. therefore. g model of the normal or
-average per-pupll resource level for each type and size
of school district was first developed

Table I shows that. as e-pected. the average
resources per student tend to be substanually lower 1n
elementary school districts than 1n districts with only
steondary school students The unified districts. of
course, show an intermediate level of resources This
same relationship holds regardless of which of the five
different resource measur sed. . -

The average for each fesource measure also depends -

district Sfze. The ongnal intent in the devetop-
ment of a size-dependent norm had been to correct or .

un the
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"Table I National Average Resources Per Pupil, by Dis-

trict Type :
Grade Level Classifica-
. ' tron of District
N . Ele- Secon-
. mentary Lratied dary
"ML Cutrent expenditures () 662 705 912

M2 Teuchers 045 045 049
M3 Instructional staff

wéighted by degree level 050 | 051 . 059
M4 Current expenditures, with

staff salary controlled ($) 667 717 881
M3 Current expenditures. with

statf salary controlled,

plus urban region ad-

Justment ($) 625 706 886

voumpensate for vanous economies and diseconomies of
scale Vanation n the average resource levels as a
function of district size. however. proved to be
seRstantially higher than had been expected. Table il
lists\and Figure 3 ‘shows graphically how the five
different resource measures depend on district size.
{Although the present study was not designed to single
out districts, 1t was possible to 1dentify those compris-
ing the nirth size catégory as New York City. Chicago,
Los Angeles. Detroit. Phiadelphia, Houston. and Dade
County (Miam).) Thé griph in the upper left of Figure
3 shows that curretit doliar expenditures per pupil tend
to be highest in the very large school districts and
lowest in the small school distncts. Moreover. the
differences are quite large, ranging from an average of
$670 per pupil in the smiallest districts to an average of
$900 1n the largest The graph ir'the upper nght shows
quite clearly, however, that this simple representation
in dollars 1s mysieadmg. The average number of teachers
per pupil 15 actually highest 1n the smallest school
districts. Evidently the lower cost of teachers jn these
areas, makes it possible 10 provide more teachets for
less money. The lowest number of teachers per pupil
tends 10 occur In districts enrolling abog 50,0QO
pupils.-The ratio increases agatn for the larger districts.
The data base used here does not permit examinatjor.
of possible causes fof this increase. such as greater
disciphinary problems, higher administrative expenses.
stronger unions, or the perception of a greater need for
spccn\'ruzed educational services.
One explanation of the lower cost of education 1n .

the small school districts could be that such districts

tend to hire teacherdof lower Quality than the large
school districts. The plot 1 Figure 3 for education-
weighted staff suggests rather strongly , hdwever, that,
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, Table I1. Resources Per Pupil, by District Size ’

Size Range Number of Pupils Mi - M2 M3 M4 Ms

< 1,560 4,358,629 677 0521 0580 2 770 734 .
1,500 2,499 4,036,727 647 0463 0521 701 680
.2,500, -4.99 7,231,660 676 0456 - . L0519 709 692
5,000 -9.999 7,671,438 ‘ 687 0442 .0509 703 -2 692
10,000 -24,999 7.898.439 703 0436 0506 £ 700 691
25,000 - 49,999 3,450,862 %74 L0422 0489 & 669 653
50,000 -99,999 3,704,445 679 0417 .0483 672 666
100,000 - 199,999 2,517,104 731 0427 .0492 705 715
over 199,999 3,332,382 920 0463 L0538 837

4

insofar as degreeﬁtl is arx indicator of teacher quality,
this is probably not the case. The shape of the curve 1s
almost indistinguishable from the one for M2, teachers
per pupil. Thus, the mix of degree levels s probably
not a cntical factor 1n the differences between large
and small distncts. .

This result may seem counterintuitive to one who
identifies small distncts with rural ones. That 1denusfi-
cation, however, 1s faulty. For example, the region
with the smallest (pupil-weighted) average distnct size
is New England, which has an above-average level of

" urbanization (see below). When distncts are analyzed

by degree of urbanization there does 1ndeed appear to
be a tendency toward lower degree lgvels in rural areas.
Using the ratio of the number of teachers with an M.A.
1o the number with a B.A. as a measure (there are few
in the Ph.D. or less-than-B.A categones), central cities
and suburbs of SMSAs score .42, whereas other urban
distncts score .33, and rural ones only#23.

The fact that differences 1n degree levels do not
appreciably affect the shape of the resource curves in
Figure 3 increases the likelihood that the observed
vanations are due to economies and diseconomies of
scale. This 1n turn -increases the legitimagy of adjust-
ments 1n the measures based on size. o

When the measure of educational resources is
expanded, as 1n measure 4. 10 mclude expenses other
than staff splanes, the differences between small and
moderate sized distncts tend to decrease sightly. This
is due to th fact that the per-pupil dollar value of the
one third offexpenditures that 1s not for staff salaries in
small distritts 15 about the same as. of only shghty
higher thad, in midsized ones. The difference between
very large and moderate sized districts, on the other
indicates that the dispanty

between these diStricts 1n resources other than staff
-salaries must be greater than the dispanty 1n staff The

Q
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Curve Tor measure 5, WHich ™ Jrempts to 1mclude the
effoct of teacher "quality™ (as 1t is reflected 1
salaries), 1s actually almost indistinguishable from the
one shown for measure 4.

’
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These vanations in the averagd level of each resource
measure as a function of distnct type and size are
ymportant in the interpretation of the results because
they define the norm from which individual variations
are measured. In effect the analysis assumes that these
average vanations in the resources provided are a
proper reflection of different educational cost and
benefit relationships 1n districts of different sizes.
Readers who disagree with this assumption may prefer
to interpret these variations as an indication of
educational nequality in districts of different sizes.

In the present analysis, however, these averages
resource levels were used to define a size-dependent
norm for each resource measure, and an equality/in-
equality indicator for each school district was calcu-
lated by dinding the actual resource level for the

district by the corresponding “norm” for districts of

the same grade level coverage and size.!' This process
produced a total of six equality/inequality indicators
for each school district.

An additional analysis was-made to determine how
the ratio of actual attendance to egroliment varied
with district size. Figure 4 indicates quite clearly that
student absenteeism 1s 2 more serious problem in very
large school districts than in others. This suggests that
some of the increase in costs for very large districts
may reflect disciplinary problems or attempts by
admimstrators to provide extra resources for disadvan-
taged students.

AN

Socioeconomic Variables
i

It 1s of considerable interest to study not only lk(e(
magnitude of vanauon in per-pupil fesoufce MEAsures
but also the relationship of such variation to the pupils’
socloeconomic background and to district  fiscal
circumstances. Is there bias in the distribution of
resources 1 favor of or against certain groups, such as
minonties? Have efforts at equalization been frustful?,
These are the types of questions 1o which the analysig
was addressed. Ten vanablgs were selected as 1ndicators

"
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Figure 3. District Resources Versus Enrollment.
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Figure 4. Attendance Rate by District Size.

of the socioeconomic background of pupils in each
school district.

\ .

® The pescentage of the total districk population
which , was black was ncluded, smnce that group
historically has recerved lower levels of educational
resources. .

e The percentage’ of the total district population
which was Spamsh-speaking was inclyded for similar
reasons. This group may also require extra resources
due to the difference in language from that normally
taugbt in the schools. .

@ Because of the known link between poverfy and
educational disadvantage, the proportion of the total
district population 1n families below poverty level (as
used n the Fourth Coust Census) was included.

e The products of percent black with percent

poverty populations and of percent Spanish-speaking’

with percent poverty were included to determine thg
relation of these dual factors to resources received.

® In order to,measure the extent of the link
between community wealth and pupil tesources a
measure ‘of ability to pay for education ‘whs con-
structed. This measure is a composite of equalized
property valu¢ per pupil (EPV),!? per-capita income.
per-pupil income,'> and proportion of families with
over $15.000 of ncome in 1969. The particular
combination of these vanables which was used was

determined by a technique which relates them to

another variable related to wealth, namely, local
revenue received by the 'schoolbdistrict."‘ These four
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contributed 29 percent, 36 percent, 24’petcent, and'11
‘percent, respectively, 1o the “ability-to-pay” or
“wealth” index. - #

e A*measure of the financial effort exerted'by each
district was also constructed. For this measure the
quotient of non-Federal revenue (local plus State) by

“ability to pay was used. An alternative which was

considered (and computed, but not used) was the
corresponding quotient with only local revenue in the
numerator. That approach, however, has $everal short
comings. For example, it would not permit a com-
parison of effort across States. This is due to the fact
that the contribution of State revenue to total revenue
ranges from a low of 8 percent in New Hampshire to
66 percent in DElaware, excluding the District of
Columbia and Hawaii, both of which are single,
districts. Localities anticipate State education funds
when they set 1ocal school tax rates; furthermore, State
revenues represent a retum.to localities of taxes they
pay to the State. Therefore, a district in, say, New
Hampshire which raises $700 of local revenue per pupil
15 probably exerting no more effort than a district of
equal wealth in Kentucky which raises $450 in local
revenue per pupil. The reason is that the, Kentucky
district .is probably paying about $250 in additional
State taxes, an-amount which is returned to-it as State
education revenue. .In gemeral, of course, -wealthy
districts tend to receive less, and poor districts more, in
State contributions than they paid in State taxes for
education. Thus, when $Statg revenues are considered in

* the measure of local effortrpoor di'rlﬁctgtend 1o score

a little higher and wealthy districts a bit lower than
they would if effort were meqsfxred by actual dollars
raised by each district (in‘(‘,ludiﬁ'g education’s share of -
State taxes paid by the district, regardless of the actual
amount received by the district from the State). This is-
regarded as a desirable effect, since it tends to’

~ compensate for the fact that a district that is twice as '

wealthy as another can probably raise twice the local
funds for education with less effort.
“~

e The degree of urbanization %as also included in
the list of variébles. Each district is assigned a score
ranging from @& to 3 depending on the percent of
'population residing in urbanized areas and op the
district’s status as rural, small town, suburban SMSA,

or central city SMSA.
- @ Another variable considered ‘was the ratio of
pupils in attendance to pupils enrolled. .

o Finally, enrollment was .included  in order to
check on the adequacy of the stratification method
used to remove the effect of district size on resources.
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o -Analysis Results JEERN

analysis of inequality for efich of the States separately

The Census/ELSEGIS data base was used in the ,

o

. (¥4
Table "Illa Hisplays the nationwide variation 'in
per-pupil resources and revenues. The first data column
gives the mean, relative to the national norm, of éacb
of the six resource and five revenue variables! These

e

« . @ well as for the Nation and for each of the nine values are, of courd®, all 1.0 in the national analysis,
geographic regions. The entire set of tabalations, which , since the national values are taken as the norm of
contains more information than can be presented and comparison. In regional and State tabulations the

. interpreted here, is reproduced in an appendix as  means would be expected to be different from 4-0-~To
ok, reference materizl for readers who may wish to.__ assist in understanding the presentation, the results for
investigate specific issues for particular States. The the Middle Atlantic region (New York, New Jersey,
discussion here focuses on the national analysis. The and Pennsylvania) are shown as Table IIIb. As can be
results arey. régénted in tables that use a standard  seen from the first column, pupils in the Middle
ALy ~ ;

format for onal, regional, and State irifformation — Atlantic States received about 20 percent more than
the same format employed 1n the appendix. the national norm of resources, as measure-id by current

~ . . - v ’

. . -

: .o Table Illa. Variation in Resources and Revenues, the Nation.
- - Per Pupil Me Moan Percent G Mean Amount Recetved by Pupils in Percentile Interval

. ¢r Fupt Resource Measure Mean o on Gl o oo 10-20 20-30 3040 40-50 50-60 60-70 70-80 80-90 90-100
M1 Current Expenditures 1.006 279 .1478 061 0.74 0.8 087 094 1.00 1.05  3.4" 1.25 P58
M2 Classroom Teachers  .°. 1.000 16.9 0695 079 088 092 0.95 098 1.01 1.04 1.07 1.13 1.24

* M3 Instructional Staff Wesghted ] .
by Degree Level 1.000 170" 0734 0.79 0.87 091 094 0.98 101 1.04 108 1.14 '1.25
M4 Expenses With Salanies ) .
Controlied by Ed Level 1.000 21.2 1059 0.73 0.82 0.87 091 0.94 0.99 1.03 1.10 1.20 1.42
. MS Same With Region/Urban ’ ) - -
¢ Sal Vartn Adjustment  1.000 23.3 1202 0.70 0.79 0.85 0.89 0.94 0.98 .03 1.11  1.22 149
Mé Composng Mcasq:g. . 1 000 18.6 ° .0933 0.76 0.84 0.88 0.92 0.96 099 1.03 1.09 1.18 1:35
Lotal ... ....... 1.000 584 3122 021 041 058 0.71.0.86 1.00 117 137 1.56 ’2.12
State . . ... ..... ~1.000~ 43.3 2282 039 062 0.73. 0.81 0.88 097 1.09 1.24 141 1.88
Federal ......, ., 1.000  90.2« .3988 .0.15 0.30 0.42 @56 0.71 90 115 145 138 2.58 ,
Total non Federal . 1.000 34.6 .1864 7052 «066 075 06.84 0.92 00 1.09 1.19 1.33 1.70
Total 1.000  3LS €673 058 070 0.77 085 0.92 099 1.08 1.17 1.31 1.63
3>
) . .
- . . Y 4
. Table IIIb. Variation in Resources and Revenues, Mid-Atlantic Region
* 3
*MI Current Evpenditures . 1.279 254 .1324 0.69 0.75 0.82- 0.87 095 0.97 1.04 1.25 1.52
M2 Classroom Teachers ... 1.072 10.4 0592 0.83° 0.88 0.92 0.95 0.98 1.02% 1.05 1.12 1.15
M3 Instructional Staff Weighted .
by Degree Level . 1079 %1.6 0660 0.81-~.0.87 0.90 095 0.98 1.02 1.06 1.11 1.12 1.18
B . . M4 Expenses With Salaries , . . -
Controlled by Fd Level 1.203  19.9 1067 0.72{ .80 .093 090 099 1.04 1,04 1.11 1.19 1.38
MS Same With Region/Urban ° !
Sal Vartn Adjustment  1.204 - 24.6 1261 0.69 0.75 '0.82 0.88 0.97 1.02 ,1.04 1.13 1.25 .46

’ M6 Compodite Measure ... 1.160 16.4 .0897 0.75 082 0.86 0.92 o0. 1.05 106 1.08 1.15 1.32

T . . .
Local ....... ... .. . 1.297 425 2285 0.39 0.58 0.70 0.80 0.90 ‘1.05 1.18 . 1.20 1.34 1.67
State . . ... 1403~ 440 2386 030 049 069 0.86 1.00 ‘.10 142 124 148 .173
F.cdgml .......... . 0.805 93.7 . 4927 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.39 0.50 0.64 097 1.94. 211 2.89
.Total non }3e<{cral ...... m4,5 ,-1336  0.65 074 080 0.88 0.93 1.0> 1.13 1.16 120 1.46
Total ... .. ....... 1.304 239 1305 0:66 074 080 088 0.F 1.02 112 120 121 141
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* expenses with salaries controlled by education

~ and another sixth received 21.2 percent less, than the

L} .
level of
staff. This is M4, the measure found to be most
-suitable for analysis in this study.

Thie second column shows the percent variation-in
resources and revenues. This figure is the standard
deviation “divided by the mean, expressed as a percent.
It is a useful measure of inequality. For example, the
national variation of 21.2 percent in M4 can be "’
interpreted as meaning that roughly one-sixth of the
Nation’s pupils received 21.2 percént more resources,

pational norm. Similarly, about one-sixth received 90.2
percent more, and one sixth received 90.2 percent less
Federal revenue than average. (The word “rorm” is
used for resources since each district’s score is based
not on the national average, but on the value expected
‘based on 1its size and grade-level coverage; revenue
scores, on the other hand, are based on the simple
national average.)

The third column hsts the Gim index for each#
variabe.!'¢ This measure of vanation ranges from zero
to 1, with a higher score indicating greater disparity. A
score_of zero would indicate that all districts receved
equal scores, while a score that approached 1 would
indicate that-a very small proportion of districts was
redeiying almost all the resources. The Gini.score for
the Nation on measure 4 1s .1059. This indicates that
the imbalance in resource distribution 1s not very large.

Similar but more detailed information is given in the
last 10 columns. which present results by deciles of the
student population. These are to be interpreted as
follows. The .73. under the column headed “0-10%"
indicates that, on measure 3. the 10 percent of pupis
in the Nation who received the least-resources received
an average of 73 percent of the normal amount, At the
other extreme, the 10 percent who received the most
resources (the *90-100” cSlumn) received 142 percent
of the norm on measure 4.

A brief reference to the Middle' Atlantic’tabulations
may help to clarify the interpretation of Table [il. The
display shows that pupils in the Middle Atlantic States

M

_received about 1.2 times the nationdl norm of re-

sources — again, using measuge A - and that the
variation in t% region was roughly 20 percent. That
is, one st e Middle Atlantic pupils received 20
peregpt more and one sixth received 20 percent less
than the norm for, the Middle Atlantic region — not the
national norm. Similarly, the 10 percent of pupils who
receivéd the least resources, under measure 4, recerved
72 percent of the Middle Atlantic norm. .
One result that stands out in Table It 1s the much
greater variation in revenues than in resources. Whereas
’ N
38 . -

“highest scores. The

‘ 3

the resources vary by about 21 percent throughout the
Nation, the revenues vary by 32 to 09 percent. It is
also Fworthy " that total revenugs- vary_by 32
perEent, while revenugs by the individual sources vary
much more widely: local, by 58 percent; State, by 43
percent; and Federal, by 90 percent. The fact that
vanation 1n total revenug is less than that in each of its
components indicates that State and Federal revenues
must be counteracting the disparities in local revenue.
In other words, those districts that can rajse the least

- local revenue tend to get more State and Federal aid,

hqd districts with greater local revenue get less. Thus,
State and Federal aid programs are partly successful in
reducing disparities, but not totally successful since
there remain substantial disparities in total revenues
and in the resources that these revenues provide.

It 1s also clear from Table III that State revenues
have a»far more significant effect than Federal revenue
do in removing dispanties. The variation of 58.4
percent in local revenues is reddced to 34.6 percent
when State revenues are included. This figure reduces
fur 31.5 percent when Federal revenue is also
incl Thus, the influence of State revenues ac-
counts®or about 88 percent of the total reduction in
variation, with Federal revenue accounted for by the: ,
fact that State revenues account for 39 percent of total
revenues, whereas Federalsevenue accounts for only 7
*percent of the total nationally.

Returning to M4, Table 111 shows less variation than
had been expected. This is partly”due to the removal of
variation due to size and grade-level coverage. If the
adjustments for size and grade level are .accepted as
valid, it appears that the inequality of resource
distribution was not excessive, except perhaps at the
extremes. Pupils in the 80-90 decile received only 46
percent more than those in the 20-30 decile. Yet the
90-100 decile received 95 percent more than the 0-10
decile. . ) . '

Table IV shows the results of the analysis of
variance of resources with\regard to $0Ci0economic
variables. Tabulations are given for the Nation and, for
comparison, for Mississippi. The table shows the mean
score on each resource measurg for students in districts
falling in the low, medium, or high range on each of
the 10 socioeconomic variables. The “low” category
includes the 20 percent of pupils in districts with the

lowest scores for the variable in question. The “high”
category represents the 20 percent in districts with the
“mediunt” are all those in between.
Thus, with reference to the first row, under the column
headed “M4,” pupils in districts with low ability to pay
received 88 gercent of the national norm, whereas
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Table IVa. Variation in Resources by Socioeconomic Stapus, Nationally (Page t of 2)
. e .. _Resqurce Variable . . S e - e
- MY M M3 M4 Ms Mé
Socio-Economic Current Classroom  Education WGTD  $ With Salary § With Salary Composite .
Characteristic * Expenses  « Teachers Staff Controlled by Ed  ADJ for URB/REG Measure
Mean %+/~ Mean %+/~ Mean %4/~ Mean %+/— Mean %+/- = Mean % ¥/ -
Low Ability to Pay . ... 0.7911 24.1 0.9509 27.7 0.9396 26.6 0.8812 24.0 0.8604 18.8 0.8912 221
Med Ability to Pay . ... 0.9944 +23.5 09899 122 0.9880 12.5 0.9882 17.8 0.9871 20.4 0.9889 14.9
High Ability to Pay 1.2237 25.0 1.0806 13.2 1,0974° 13.9 1.1538 19.0 1.1762 22.8 1.1420 16.6
Correlation With Ability ¢ ‘
toPay ........... '0.5314 0.2432 0.3045 0.4395 0.4749 0.4585
Low Financial Effort 0.7385 22.8 0.9518 12.6 0.9383 13.2 0.8387 15.4 0.8107 15.8 0.8635 14.0
Med Financial Effort 0.9849 19.r 0.9912 18.0 0.9910 17.6 0.9812 16.6 0.9764 16.4 0.9652 15.5
. High Financial Effort .% 1.3048 23.3 1.0759 14.6 1.0898 14.8  1.2171 19.1 1.2581 21.1 1.1607" 16.0
v« - Correlation with Financial ’
Effort ........... 0.6857 0.2518 0.3009 0.6177 0.664 , 0.5841 )
Low ADA/ADM .. . ., 1.0597 28.0 1.0167 15.1 1.0190 15.7 1.0558 22.2 1.0614 23.9 +1.0416 19.0
Med ADA/ADM .. ... 0.9828 28.4 1.0047 12,7 1.0058 13.3 0.9955 19.6 0.9932) 234 0.9973 17.0
High ADA/ADM . 0.9899 24.2 0.9704 27.2  0.9646 26.2 - 0.9571 23.3 0.9567 2036 0.9662 21.8
Correlation “Ql.b./ ' .
ADA/ADMN . . ... -0.0801,, -0.1243 -0.1354 ~0.1552 -0.1303 . =0.1432
Low Urbanization . .. 0.9023“‘:29.’:4 0.9833+ 28.1 0.9720 27.3) 0.9467 26.5 0.9535 23.9 0.9544 240 '
Med Urbanization 0191 27.8 10021 13.0 1.0057 13. . L0072 199 1.0049 23.8 1.0071 17.2
*High Urbanization . . 1.0388 24.5 1.0118 12.4  1.0120 13.] 1.0312 186 <1.0299 20.3 1.0241 16.1
Correlation With
Urbamzation ...... . 0.214} 0.0633 0.0873 0.1674 0.1323 0.1539
Low Enrollment ... .. 0.9996 26.6 1.0018, 78.7 & 1.0017 27.5 1.0010 25.4 0.9995 234 1.0009 23.5.
Med Enrollment . . 0.9987 29.8 0.9983 124  0.9991 13.3 0.9983 20.7 0.9982 24.6 0.9887 17.6 .
* High Enrollment 1.0024 22.9 1.0016 12.1 1.0021 12.6 1.0037 17.7 1.0040 18.7 1.0928 15.5
Correlation With ~ d
Enfoilment 0.0740 00988 0.1037 0.10061_ 0.0755 0.1031
High Degree of Poverty ,0.7784 22.2 0.9664 26.6 0.9536 25.5 0.8816 23.1 0.8643 18.1 0.8970 21.6
Med Degree of Poverty . 1.0138 4.0 0.9961 13.6 0.9964 14.0 1.0028 18.6 1.0021 20.9 1.0012 16.0
Low Degree of Poverty . 1.1784 26.8 1.0465 130 1.0584 13.9 1.1097 2056 1.1274 25.0 1.0992 17.5
Correlation With . .
\Degrec of Poverty .. -0.4157 £.0.1165 -0.1533 ~0.2906 -0.2989 ~0.2935 »
‘ Ld
High Proportion Black 0.9183 27.6 09874 12.9 0.9856 13.6 0.9662 19.9 0.9608 21.2° 09669 17.4
- pdioportion Black .. 1.0142°28.8 1.0045 .186 1.0054 18.4 1.0068 22.2 1.0068 24.3 1.0072 19.4
Low Proportion Black .. 1.0372 23.7 1.0003 150 0.9993 5.4 1.0129 18.7 1.0169 21.5 10113 16.5,
* . Correlation With Black .  -0.1663 -0.0577. ~-0.0634 -0.0962 v —-0.0977 ~0.1092
High Proportion Spanish  0.9909 23.3 1.0026 26.3 0.9969 25.3 0.9841 229 0.9775 %3.3 0.9905 21.2
* Med Proportion Spanish  1.0394 28.6 1.0086 13.1 1.0134 13.8 1.0281 20.6 1.0328 24.2 1.0235 17.6,
Low Proportion Spanish  0.8891 26.2 0.9727 14.6 0.9639 15.1 0.9311 19.0 0.9222 21.0 0.9367 16.9
. Correlation with Spanish -0.0492 0.0324 0.0134 ~0.0350 -0.0540 ~0.0230
High Poverty x Black .. 0.8687 27.0 0.9769 25.7 09716 24.4 :0.9355 24.0 0.9255 20.4 0.9405 21.7 .
Med Poverty x Black . .. 1.0258 27.5 1.0061 13.9 y 1.0074 14.6 1.0133 204 | 1.0144 236 1.0125 17.6
Low Poverty x Black 1.0520 25.6 1.0060 14.6 ' 1.0073 15.1 1.0242 19.7 ° 1.0292 22.9 1.0216 17.2 »
Correlation With ’ '
Poverty x Black . . . . . -0.2365 -0,0954 ~0.1083 -0.1646 ~0.1619 ~0.1753
High Poverty x Spamsh . 0.9778 234 1.0073 26.2 . 1.0012 25,1 0.9825 23.0 0.9754 19.6 0.9699 21.3
¥ Med Poverty x Spanish . 1.0050 28 0.9985 13.6 1.0000 14.3 1.0042 20.7 1.0056 24.0 1.0025 17.8
Low Poverty x Spanish . 1.0050 28.8%0.9985 136 1.0000 14.3 10042 20.7 1.0056 24.0 1.0025 17.8
Correlation With ) . ;
-Boverty x Spanish . . -0.0825 , 0.06%8 0.0381 -0.0273 -0.0539 -0.0164
' 1 ¥
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" “Table Wb} Variation in Resources by Socioeconomic Status, Mississippi (Page 2 of 2)
— T e — e i B Resource Vartable -
M1 M2 M3 M4 MS M6
Sacio-Economic Current Classroom  Education WGTD $ With Salary S Vith Salary Composie
Characteristic Fxpgns¥s Teachers Staff Controlied by Ed  ADJ'for URB/REG Measute
Mean $+/; Medn % +/-  Mean % +/-£§ Mean % +/- Mean % +/- Mean %/-
. N & > " s
Low Ability to Bay . . .. 0%938 (157 0.8945 10.6 08843 11.6 0.8317 145 0.8151 13.9 319 12.0
Med Ability to Pay . ... 0.6171 15.8 0.8736 8.1 0.8563 9.1 0.7669 11.2 0.7284 14.2 788 9.9
High Ability to Pay ... . *0.6962 8,7 0.9329 5.1 09332 4.5 0.8472 5.6 0.80Q1 7.9 08522 4.7 °
Correlation‘With . - . ’
' Abilty toPay ... 0.1129 0.2032 © 0.2692 0.1442 0.0588 ©0.1726
. . g . o
Low Financiat Effort . 0.5984 10.7 0.8988 6.9 0.8733 7.2 0.7668 1.5 0.6978 " 8.3 0.7796 6.8
Med Financial Effort 06303 150 08772 9.2 0.8687 10.0 0.7792 12.0 0.7434 13.2 0.7696 10.6
High Financaal Effort ..~ 0520 104 09179 7.0 0.9091 9.0 0.8751 10.0 0.8725 9.6 0.8720 7.8
Correlation With .
* N Financial Effort” . . .. 0.6106 0.1921 0.2380 0.4919 . 0.6283 0.4846 \-
Low ADA/ADM  :. .b. "0.6785 13.4 0.8664 % 0.8589 10.4 0.8086 13.4 0.7989 124 ~70.8094 109
Med ADA/ADM ~0.6539 15.2 08957 7. 0.8861 8.8 8010 10.8 0.7651 13.2 0.8100 9.6 *
tigh ADA/ADM ... .. 0.6010 16.5 0.8948 9.6 "9.8710 10.2 0. 13.1 0.7062 15.4 0.7811 11.3
Correlatjon With ADA/ADM ~
ADA/ADoM : 0541, 0.2468 " 0.1889 0.0930 ~0.0755 0.0941
Low Urbanuzation . . . - 0.0444 17.1 0.8967 8.5 330.8728 9.7 0.7930 12.5 07569 15.1 - 0.8035 104 -
Med Urbanization 0.6226 15.7 0.8746 9.1 0.8612 10.1 0.7758 12.8 0.7381 4.1 0:7644 10.9
thgh Urbanization 07291 S.7 09278 $.0° 0.9320 3.8 0.8592 3.2 0.8294 5.4 0.8638 2.8
Correlation With .
, Urbanization  .* - 0.3466 0.1990 02971 02854 0.2421 0.3002
Low Enrollment . .. 06874 15.2 09060 7.8 08996 9.3 08287 1o 07807 143 08318 9.1
Med Enroliment .. ... 0.62 15.2 0.8822 86  0.8665 9.4 0.7811 12.2 0.7443 14.3 . 0.7904 10.5
High [n-oliment 0.67, 141 0.8955 9.0 0,8896 9.3 08076 11.1 9.7869 115 08176 9.9
Correlation With . . -
Enrollment . .. .°%. 0.2126 700(}44 , 0.1061 , 0.1388 0.1845 0.1348
High Degrec of Povegty 0.7229 12.7 0.8991 92 08901 104 0.8520 124 0.8460 11.3 0.8489 . 10.3
Med Degree of Poverty . 0.6161 15.4 08741 88 - 0.8607 9.9 0.7689 11.8 0.7284 14.1 0.7801 10.5
Low Degrec of Poverty 0.6699 12.2 09269 5.2 09162 4.8 0.8206 7.2 0.7695 9.3 , 08314 5.8
Correlanion With ~ - : -, ’
Degree of Poverty ,0.2544 -01683 %0.l5l3 0.1099 0.3014 0.0779
High Proportion Black . 0.7065 14.9 0.880%. 11.2 6.8727 124 0.8315 15.0 . 0.8278 13.6 0.8300 12.8
Med Proportion Black . - 0653158 1516 08816 8.6 08701 9.7 0.7876 12.2 0.7547 14.0 £.7967 10.5
) Low Proportion Black ~. 0.6066s12.1 0.9045 7.8 08826 19 0.7756 8.4 0.7061 10.1" 0.7881 8.0
Correlation With Black - 03 -~ 01533 ,-_)0.0996 0.1791 0.4344 0.1594 .
T . - - . Y
/ * Hhgh Proportion Spamsh 0.6748" 14 9.09242 7.1 0.9106 1.5 08308 9.7 0.7818 134  0.8352 B84
Med Propornion Spanish 0.‘64:".7 '15.4:~0.8879 117 0.8777 89 0.7908 ll§2 .7558 135 0.8008 9.7
Low Propbruion Spanish  0.6418 15.7. 9.8750 8.7 086744 9.9 07860 12.4 0.7545 14.1 0.7951 10.7
- Correlation With Spanish . 0.1882. 0_24‘32 0.1972 v .0.1924- 0.1243 0.2078
High Poverty x Black . 0.7 (725031 0.8932 1Q.0° 08862 109 08445 3.1 0.8403 11.8 08430 10.9
Med Poverty x Black 0.6364 16.0 0.8756 .2 0.879§ 9.4. 07826 11.8 0.7472 14.2 0.7927 10.4
Low Poverty x Blatk /. 0.6150.11% 0.9102 7.3 0.8956 1.7 0.7871 8.3 0.7185 9.0 0.7995 1.6
Corrclation With . ) ’ D
L Poverty x Blark . 0.3713 ~0.0948 -0.0612 = 0.2129 0.4226 - 0.1880
High Poverty x Spamish 06652 17,2 0.894%y 8.7 0.8844 98 08093 3.1 07775 153 08155 11.2
t Mcd Poverty x Spanish .. 0.6440° 15.1 0.8884% 8.5 0.8760 9.4 0.7926 11.6 0.7558 13.5 0.8012. 10.1
* Low Poverty x Spanish . ~0.6440 15.1 0.8884 5 08760 9.4 0.7926 11.6 0.7558 13.5 0.8012 10.1
Correlation With ) * ) ! .
Poverty x Spanish .o« 0.3415 0.1155 0.1115 0.2651 0.3141 0.2537
198 ° . !
. .
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* those in the wealthiest districts received 115 percent of

the norm, as indicated by M4, Immediately following
the mean score for each’group is- the percent varigtion
within each group (under the columns headed “%
+17)

Table IV also gives the corfelation belween each
resource and each socioeconomi¢ variable. For ex-
ample, the correlation between paverty and resource
measure 4 is -29, nationally.'” In other words,
districts with higher concentrations of poverty pofula-
tions tend to deliver fewer resources to their pupils.
This finding at the national level is in contrast to the
results for the States. For example, in Mississippi the
correlation between poverty dnd resource measure 4 is
.11, and pupils in the districts with the most poverty
receive more than those in the middle or low range of
poverty. Districts with the most poverty provided 86
percent of the national norm, whereas those mn the
middle and low poverty ranges provideq only 77 and
82 percent of the norm, respectively. Does this mean
that Mississipp: is aty pical of the Nation? The answer 1s
no, and this brings to light an important phenomenon.
That is, within States the- tendency s for more
resources to go to districts with lugh concentrations of
\poverty than to those in the middle range of poverty.
Figure 5 shows the distribution of resources actording
to poverty concentration in several States. For each
State the width and location on the horizontal scale of
the graph are determined by the extent of vanation in
poverty.'® The States depicted in Figwre 5 are farly
typical of the national pattern. Ths figure makes clear
that while' 1n most States (with some notable excep-
tions) extra funds are being directed to high-poverty /
districts, these extra funds 4re dwarfed by the large
disparities in resources among States In interpreting

. the’national and regional tabulations, one must keepin

mind that within-State equalization may be masked by
disparities among States. .

In order to elimnate this masking effect, the
analysis described here was repeated for the Nation and
the nine regions, 1n a somewhat different manner. In
this second analysis each State was artificially “equal-
1zed” to the national norm on cach variable. Jo state 1t
anothet way, a district’s score on each resource and
socioeconomic variable was compared to its Stafe’s
norm rather than to the national norm. This makes it
possible to analyze variations within States, 1ggoring
variations among States. (It is useful to compare the
results of this analysis, 1o be displayed in Tables 1X
through XIII, with the analysis shown here, which
looks at all vanation, both within‘é‘g} among States.

D

]
L

. -

The results of t'he within-State analysis are discussed
later in more detail.) ¢

" Table V presgnts data on the distribution of
revenues. The strong link between wealth and local
revenue is _evidenf here (correlation .7443), as is the
countering effect of State and Federal revenues (nega-
tive correlation). Simular effects ¢an be seen, in’ the
correlations with poverty and black populations, €x-
cept that the State revenues do little to counteract
local revenues for the black population.

More detailed information on the distribution of
resources and revenues, with respect to socioeconomic
status, 1s contained 1 Table VI, which displays the
average ‘resource~or revenue score’ relative to the
national norm for pupils at each decile of scores on
each socioeconomic variable. Using the first row as an
example, the 10 percent of pupils in districts with the
lowest ability ta pay received 87 percent of the normal
level of resources, as measured by M4. The next 10
percent received 90 percent of the norm, etc. Note that
the three lowest deciles on percent black received
identical resource and revenue scores (1.01 for the
resBurces, 1.1 1, 1.01, and .62 for the three revenues).
This is not a statistical coincidence, but 1t is an
artifact. It follows from the fact that the districts with

* the lowest proportion of black population have exactly
equal percentages of blacks,-namely zero. That 15, 30
percént of pupils reside 1n districts with no blacks (or
“with too few to be reported in the Census Fourth
Count; when the number of indwviduals 1n any category
1s very small, the Bureau of the Census suppresses that
data to protect individuals’ privacy). This phenomenon
must be kept in mind when interpreting similar
matenal for the individuat states. For example, North
Dakota shows no variation in resource or revenue

. /distribution with respect to black population, except at
the highest decile. This does not represent any equal-
1zation effort, but only the fact that the black
population of North Dakota 1s extremely small (one-
tenth of 1 percent) and is probably concentrated i1n*
one area,

The data in Table VI can be used to shosw_

graphically the effects of State and Federal revenues on -

equalization. For example, Figure 6 shows the distribu-
tion of revenues versus ability to pay.!® The solid line,
which represents local revenue, showq clearly the link
between wealth and local revenues. The broken line,
representing the sum of local and State revenues,
illustrates the substantial contribution towards equal-
1zation made by State revenues in 1970. The dotted
line shows that Federal revenue contributed a bit more

5,
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towards equalization. Clearly, however, State revenue’
was the more significant in promoting equalization.
Figures 7 and 8 show similar trends in revenucs
versus bl;%ck and poverty pogulatidns‘ respectively. The
percentages listed along the honzontal axis arewthe
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Figure S. Disttibution of Resource{ by Poverty Population for the Nation and Selected States.
+* \

ave'rage percent black or poverty population at each
deale.” There are only eight deciles shown in Figure 7

* because the first three coincide; i.e.; they all represent

districts with no blacks. From Figure 7 it is_clear that

there is no¢ a very strong bias against districts with
, >
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Table V. Variation in Revenues by Secjoeconomic Status

, the Nation.

-

Revenue Varable

ERIC
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Socio-kconomic Lodal State Lederal Non Federal Total
! . Characteristic Mean 7% +/- Mean 7 %/- Mean % +f- Mean % +/- Mean % +/~
- - [ N— ——
« =
Low Ability toPay .. ........ 0.4501 63.1 1.0642 37.1 1.5205 76.6 . 0.7051 33.2 0.7612 274
- Med Ability t0Pay . ..... ......... 0.9796 45.2 0.9976 43.7 0.8957 86.5 0.9870 27.3 0.9808 25.8
High@\bility 1o Pay .. ... e 1.6112 37.1 0.9431 48.1 0.7927 @.9 1.3338 26.8 1.2965 25.9
Correlation With . .

Ability toPay . .. .. .... 0.7443 -0.1570 -0.2720 .0.6524 0.6146
Low Financial Effort .. ,........... 0.5083 67.5 0.8140 25.7 1.2019 90.2 0.6352 27.7 0.6742 22.8
Mgd Fingncml Effort .. ... ..... 1.0115 47.3 0.9328 35.3 0.9373 84.6 ° 0.9788 224 0.9760 19.9
l:hg.h Financial Effort . ... .. 1.4574 46.0 1.3875 44.0 0.9867 99.2 14284 22.8 1.3980 21.6
Correlation With ,

Financal Lffort . . ...... 0 55‘88 0.5108 -0.1076 0.8166 0.8152
Low ADA/ADM .. ..., .. 11665 503 1.0636 42.1 1.3130 64.7 11203 3377 1.1335 30.9

+Med ADA/JADM ., .. . . ... 09576 616 0.9953 45,2 09175 97.7 0.9729 35.1 09691 31.7
Higch ADA/JADM .. se .. 0.9686 554 0.9504 37.0 0.9351 95.7 09611 30.7 0.9593 27.0
- Correlation With ADA/ADM -0.1054 -0.1312 -0.1678 -0.1721 -0.2095
Low Urbamization . 0.7424 749 1 0831 45.0 1.0934 104.0 0.8839 39.1 -0.8983 33.8
Med Urbanizauon’ 16250 598 10,9892 43.1 0.8522101 3 1.0101 34.8 0.9992 31.5
High Urban/ation AN 11827 355 09493 403 1.3505 43.4 10859 27.2 11041 26.4
Cosrelation With U Manwzation .. 0,2870 -0 1944 0.0310 0 2340 0.2458
Low l'.nrollmcm‘ 0.9808 642 00,9885 52.7 0.9095 130.9 0.9840 36.6 0.9789 32.7
Mcd Enroliment” . . 0.9882 62.1 39977 419 0.9218 929 9804 36.5 0.9764 32.5
© High I nrollment . 1.1148 40.8 1.0183 37.0 1.3255 429 - 1.9747 26.1 l.092Q 25.7
Correlation With £ nrofheféSh- ¢ 0.1847 01682 0.1634 0.2696 0.3084
High Degree of Poverty v 0.4630 66.1 19914 27.3 1.5871 610 0.6824 28.3 0.7447 249
Med Degree of Poventy . 10267 466 16139 44.3 0.9928 82.8 1.0214 26.5 1.0194., 27.5
Low Degree of Poverty 1.4574 .6 09668 52.6 0.4349 152.9 1.2535 30.0 1.1971 28..3
Corselation With Degree of Poverty -0.5Q2¢ 0.0292 0.4761 -0.4800 -0.3976
High Proportion Black . 0.8441 65.2 10124 348 1.4965 45.2 09139 38.7 0.9541 35.4
Med Proportion Black . 10161 57.4 0.9923 43.3 09607 95.9 1.0062 34.1 1.0031 30.9
Low Proportion Black 1.1676 52.8 1.0108 50.5 ).6218 132.0 kO674 31.0 -~ 1.0367 28.8 .
Corrclation With Black . -~ -0.1574 -00296 0.3619 -0.1706 -0.1033 «
High Proportion Spam;h . 1.0412 48.2 10293 31.6 £.2359 612 1.0363 29.2 1.0500 27.4
Med Pmpu.mun Spamish . 1.0636 58.1 . 0.9875 46.2 0.9285. 95,9 10320 34.7 1.0249 31.6
Low Proportion Spanish . . 0.7679 67.7 1.0083 45.1 0.9791 104.6  0.8677 36.4 0.8754 31.9
Corrclation With Spanih . . | -0.0433 6.0227 0.1704 -0.0309 0.0020
High Poverty \ Black . . .ﬂ 0.7312 69.4 0.9807 33.4 . 1.4997 48.7 0.8348 36.7 0.8806 33.5
Med Poverty x Black . . 1.0544 548 1.0062 44.2 0.9256 97.7 1.0344 33,2 1.0269 3.6
Low Poverty x Black ... . e S1.1057 53.7 1.0006 48.8 0.7238 118 8 1.0621 32.0 1.0388 29.3
Correlation With Poverty x Black O.EQEBJ -00073 0.3209 -0.2682 -0.2113
High Poverty x Spamish . . . 1.0153 46.7 1.0199 31.1 1.3230 61.0 1.0172 30.5 1.0382 284
- Med Poverty x Spanish . , 0.9962 61.0 0.9950 46.0 0.9194 98.7 0.9957 35.6 0.9904 32.2
Low Poverty x Span1§ll . ‘. 0.9962 61.0 0.9956 46.0 09194 98.7 0.9957 35.6 0.9904 32.2
Correlation With Poverty » Spanish * | 0.1015 00001 0.1825 ~0.1001 -0.0664
o ! 4
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Table V1. Resource and Revenue Scores by Socioeconomic Status, Nationally.
. . ) Measure 4
SOCVAL 4w e vvnneonns 0-10% 1020 2030 3040  40-50 50-60 60-70  70-80  80-90  90-100
Ability toPay .. ..... ... 0.87 0.90 093, 095 1.00 1.01 1.03 _ 1.01 1.11 1.20
EFfOIL + oo vvvononensns 0.81 0.87 093  0.94 097 1.01 0.99 1.0s _ 1.14 130
Urbanization . . . ...« - 0.97 092 0.94 0.97 0.99 1.00 1.12 1.02 1.03, 1.03
ADAJADM .......... .. 1.08 1.03 0.98 0.99 0.96 1.00 1.02°  1.02 0.95 0.97
Ensollment . v.vveeeonn- 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.02
: POVEILY .« ovvneeenns o 1.15 1.07 1.02 102 102 095 1.04 097 089 087
Percent Black .......e-- 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02 .00 ~ 1.02 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.95
i Pertent Spanish . .. ...+ 0.93 0.93 0.94 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.11 1.05 097 0.99'
) . ) :
. p Local Rey ‘ -
SocVar ..o..on-- s 0-10% 1020 2030 3040  40-50  50-60 60-70 70-80  80-90  90-100
Ability toPay ... ueies 0.35 0.55 070 . 0.79 0.92 1.04 1.19 1.24 1.37 1.85
EffOrt ooven envenenns 0.43 0.58 0.74 0.83 0.98 1127 1.23 1.17 1.40 1.51
Urbanization®s . « o« v v o oo - 0.81 0.67 0.73 0.89 Q.98 _ 1.07 1.45 1.03 1.18 1.19
ADAJADM . ....... T 1.20 1.12 0.96 0.85 0.81 _ 091 1.09 1.11 0.92 1.02
Enrollment « . . o «oenn- 104 092 098 0095 101 100 099 088 097 126
POVEHY v vvoeroronnns 1.60 - 1.32 1.12 1.04 1.03 0.99 1.11 0.86 0.57 0.35
Percent Black . ... ... 111 111 111 1.05 1.027 100 0.89 1.03 087, 082,
Percent Spamish . ... ... . 0.77 0.77 0.78 1.03 1.05 1.16 1.26 1.10 1.06 1.03
’ ) State Rev T
SOC VAL «vvvverennns o107 1020 20-30 304 40-50 50-60 60-70  70-80  80-90  90-100
. Ability toPay «..e... .. 4104 1.09 1.07 1. 1.03 1.03 0.87 094 1.04 0.84
oM™, oo ee e e . 0.78 0.85 0.89 0.91 0.89 92 095. 1.04 1.16 1.62

1.04 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.95
0.98 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.95

Urbamzation . . ..o - - - -0 e 1.08 1.09 1.08 0.89 1.00
_ADAJADM ..... ...... 1.14 0.98 0.90 1.07

. Enroliment .. . . . 0.97 1.01 0.99 1.04 ; . 101 1.00 0.96 0.89 1.14
Poverty ..%. ... .. 0.94 0.9% 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.16 0.98 0.97 - Lol .
Percent Black - ... - - 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.05 096 - 0.97 0.95 1.02 1.05 - 0.98
Percent Spanish . . .. . 1.01 1.0} 1.01 0.97 096 0:96 1.04 0.98 0.92 1.14
- > - N + : ’
: , Fed Rey . ®.
SOC VAL e veevce s o104 10200 20-30 3040 © 40-50  50-60 60-70  70-80 80-90 90-100 ~
Abllity toPay .. ..ce-e- 1.87 1.17 1.05 0.88 0.80 0.97 0.84 0.83 0.96  .0.62
THIOM o vvevnsmennens 1.25 1.16 1.07 1.0s 090 0.87 0.87 0.86 1.21 0.76
Urbnization .. .. . - - 108 1.11 1.05 1.07 0.82 0.82 0.53 0.82 4.35 1.35
ADA/ADM .. .. ....... 1.50 1.13 1.00 1.06 1.01 0.83 0.80 0.81 0.88 0.99
. Larollinent . ... ... T, .. 095 08 08 093 091 085 089 107 115 130
' © UPOVEILY « e re e 0.36 0.51 0.63 0.80 096  .0.99 1.35 1.23 1.31 1.86
Percent Black oo -ccvvons 062 -0.62 0.62 0.75 0.89 1.03 1.22 1.26 1.29 1.70
Percent Spamish .. . .. .- 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.80 0.78 0.83 1.10 1.08 1.06 1.41
!
© “~ -
\,“ '
) - [
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Figure 7. District Revenues Versus Percent Black Population.
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Figure 8 District Revenues Versus Percent Poverty Population.

higher proportions of blacks. This conclusion 1s also
supported by the rumbers in Table V1 for measure 4.
Figure 7 also shows'that Federal revenue was almost as
significant as State revenue 1n equalizing revenues
acrass districts of varying proportions of black popula-
tion. .

" Table VII gives the pupil-weighted mean and per-
cent vanation for each of the socioeconomic vanables
In order to-facilitate companson of different states or

regions, a standardized score is also provided. It.s”

computed so that the mean for each vanable 1s 50 and
the standard dewiation 1s 10. Correlations with enroll-
. ment are provided to facilitate an assessment of the
effect of*controlling for vanation 1n resources due to
district size. It may surpnse some to se€ that there 1s
no correlation between - poverty and district enroll-
ment. In fact, there 15 a strong relationship between
. poverty and size, butsthus relationshipts different 10
different regons of the Nation. In the South and the
Plains States the poor tend to be rural. the cowelation
between poverty and size.in the South Atlantic Stales,
for example. 1s -42. The poorin the Northeast. East
North Central, and Pacific regions. on the other hand,
tend to be located in large cities. The corrgjation with
size 15 as high as .53 in the Middle Atlganc State$. At
the nafionat level, however, these trends cancel each
other, leaving no net correlation.

46

One further comment on Table VII is i order. The
mean enrollment of 715702 may seem large. Recall,
however. that all statistics in this study are pupil
weighted. Thus, 71,702 is not the average district size,
but rather the average number of pupils in the same ’
district as a randomly chosen pupdl. The object of this
study 15 not the school district but the pupil. ’
© " An alternative method for aggregating State results
for the national analysis essentially overlooks variations ¢
among States and thus focuses on what happens within
States. Such an analysis is useful, since there has been
very little effort to equalize resources among States,
and since the vanations i resourges and revenue
among States are quite large. Table Vllla_ lists the
relative contributions to total variation®® of the
vagation within States and among States. Surprisingly,
about half the total variatign in resources (M4) is due
to variation within States, and half to variation among
States. ﬁe%lecuve nature of Federal revenue
contributions States is evident in the large
within-State vanance of the Federal programs. The low
vanance of Federal contnbutions among States shows
clearly the general lack of selectivity in Federal
proglams among States. The distribution of variation®?
i the socioeconomic variables 1s shown in Table Viib.

Table X shows results similar 1o those in Table 111, .

except that State boundaries are recognized. In other
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Table VII. Pupil-Weighted Mean and Percent Variation, by Socioeconomic Variable, Nationally.

E

. . , ~  Pergent Standardized Correlation .
Socioeconomic y‘“mfk Mean Var#tion Score with ADM

Ability to pay 49.796 20.2 50.0 020

Enroliment 71,702.057 2765, ° 50.0 100"
. Proportion poverty population 0.106 80.3 50.0 0.00

Proportion Black population ’ 0.103 136.5 50.0 0.

rtion Spanish population 0.048 . 202.8 50.0 .29
erty & Black population 0.017 221.1 50.0 0.07
. Poverty & Spanish population 0.007 411.9 50.0 0.08
Financial effort 15.717 26.5 50.0° 0.17
ADA/ADM 0,936 3.8 50.0 -0.58
-Degree of urbanization 1.534 69.9 50.0 0.42

Table VIII. Within- Versus Among-State Variation.

“a. By Resources and Revenue Source

Pl
- Percent of Total Varation Due to Vartation,
’ Resourcy Measure . Within States, Among States
- - .
M1 35 percent 65 percent. .
© M2 68 . 2 -
M3 ) 65 . 35
M4 47 53
M5 47 53
- S M6 50 i 50
‘Revenue Source ' . ’
. Local ‘. 38 62
State > 4} 59
Non-Federal 35 65
Federal ‘ 79 21 ’
Total N 37 ’ y P 63 .
" b By Socioeconomic Varable
Vanable Within States Among States
Abihty to Pay 68 percent 32 percent
N Enroliment 78 22
' Poverty 56 44
Black 62 38
Spanish 57 43
Poverty x Black 61 39
Poverty % Spanish 77 23
Effort 42 58 .
ADA/ADM 73 - 27
' Urbanization 85 . P I T

*

words, each district is gompared only to others i its
State, not to the national norm. The Gini index was
not computed, due to 1ts computational complexity
~and to the 'fact that this within-State analysis had not
been planned but was added only after the observa-
tions noted above were made. .
The main conclusion to be drawn from Table [X 18
that inequality in resource and revenue distribuuion 15

3

MC . . [}
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not so great when only within-State variation 1s
considered. The variation?? in resources grops from
21.2 percent in Table Il to 15.2 , Tcent here,
Similarly, the disparity ratio between the lowest and
highest deciles? is reduced from 1.95 to 1.52. *
Tables X and XI cortespond to ‘Tables IV and V,
with only within-State variation considered. Thus, for.
example, the category “low ability to pay” consists of

—~
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Table IX. Within-State Variation in Resources and Re
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. ‘ Percent . Mean Amount Received by Pupis in Percentile Irfterval
Per Pupil Resource Measure  Mean ,° "0 Gint o )00 1020 20-30 30-40 4050 50-60 60-70 7080 80-90 96-100
M1 Current Expenditures . . 1.000 16.8 1478  0.79 0.85 089 0.92 096 099 103 1:08 1.15 1.33
VM2 Classroom Teachers .. . 1.000, 1517 0695 0.84 0.91 0.94 0.96 -098 1.01 1.03 1.06 1.09 1.17
M3 Instructional Staff Weighted : i ‘

by Degree Levdl 1.000 15.4 0734 084 091 093 0.96 098 1.01 1.03 1.06 1.09 1.19
M4 Expenses With Salanes

Controlled by Ed Level 1.000 15.2 | 1059 0,83 088 091 094 097 1.00 1.03 1.06 1.12 1.26
M$ Same With Region/Urban . ~

Sal Vartn Adjustment - 1.000 15.8 1202 0,81 0.86 0,90 093 0*96 0.99 1.03 1.08 1.30
M6 Composste Measure .. ! 1 000 14.0 0933 0.84 089 0.92 095 097 1.00 1.03 1.06 1.24
Local ...... P 1.600 41.4 3122 ).46 0.62 0,72 081 <091 1.01 109 120 139 L.78
State . . Lo L. L1060 24 8 2282 7064 079 087 092 096 °1.01 1.06 .13 1.22 139
Federal .. .. .. 1,600 9,0 3988 0.26 038 049 061 " 0.72 0.88 1.1 1.37 1.76 242
Total non Federal .. .. 1,000 0.7 1864 075 0.83 0.88 0.92 095 099 103 .09 1.17 139
Total ces 1 000 19.5 1673 0.77 0.84 0.88 092 096 1.00 1.04 1.08 1.16 1.35

I « 7

the 20 percent of pupils n districts with the lowest
abiity to pay their ~State. Thus, a district 1n
Connecticut could be included even-though 1t had a
fugher score than the natiopal average. whereas an
Alabama district that 15 poor by national standards
could be 1n the high ability-to-pay calegory.

The difference-between the two analytical perspec: '

tives—one n which districts are compared to all others
in the Nation. the other in which distncts are com-
pared only to others 1n their States—can be helpful 1n
guiding policy considerations. For instance, according
to Table .IV the districts with high proportions of
blacks receive shghtly lower levels of resources than the
average: but according to Table X they recewve slightly
more. Scrutihy of the detailed data traces the differ-
ence 'to the fact that many of these districts are located
in southern States, which generally provide lower levels
of resources to all therr pupis than do other States.
Within the southern States, however, such distaicts
actually receive more resources than average for the
State. Thus, it appears that the only way to achieve
further equahzation for black pupils is through seme
form of mnterstate equalization. Whether or not that1s
feasible 1s. of course, another matter.

The results on powverty are somewhat different.
First, the variation-m resources-and revenues 15 much
greater among dstricts with varying levels of poverty
than among districts of different racial compositions.
Further, more of the vanation is attributable to
resource distribution within the States than was the
case with blacks. High-poverty districts do not fare
quite so badly compared to others 1n tHeir State as
compared to all others uf the Nation. but still, they

2
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have generally not been given equal resources even for
their State. There is one exception”As Table XII
shows, the very poorest distncts (highest decile of
poverty) in fact received more (102%) than their
States’ average resources per pupil. Districts with a
moderate amount of poverty for their State, however,
received less than average. The high levels of resources
in the districts with most poverty can readily be traced
to the very significant effect of Federal and State funds
n attempting to counter the shortfalls in local rev-
enues. .

Figure 9 shows the distribution of revenues by
degree of poverty relative to a district’s state. By
comparing this figure with Figure 8, ind Table XiI
with Table VI, it is clear that, as far as.poverty
populations are concerned, the proper emphasis for
further equalization effogts is on interstate equaliza-
ton. TFhis, of course, refers to equalization across
school distncts. It says nothing about the distribution
ofPresources to various groups within districts. It would
be nteresting to analyze this within-distriot distribu-
tion, but neither Census/ELSEGIS ‘nor other readily
available sources contain the data required for that
analysis. , g

Table XIII corresponds to Table VII, except that
the variation was recomputed after each State” was
“equalized;' to the national norm. This procedure was
different from that used in the construoijgn of Table
Villb. and the results should not be comp ed. These
two tables- have different purposes whicl} required
different methods. Compared to Table V1I, gpost of the
vanations are smaller in Table XIII. On ption?* is
proportion of black population. This probably reflects
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Table X. Within-Statj Variation in.Resources by Socioeconomic Status,

- .
«  Socio-Economic
Charaetenisuc

M
Cuncm/
Expenses

Mean 4 +/-

Low Abality to Pay
Med Ability 1o Pay . . ..
High Ability to Pay
Correlation With
Abdlity to Pay
Low ¥ mancial Rffort
Med Fmancial Ef
High I'mancul Effort .
Correlation With
Financial Effort

Low ADA/ADM
Med ADA/ADM .,
High ADA/ADM
Correlation With
ADA/ADM

Low Urbanization
Med' Urbanization
High Urbanuation
Correlation With
Urbamization

Low -Enrollment
Med Enroliment . .
High Enrollment
Correlation With
Enroliment

ngh Degree of Poverty
Med Degree of Poverr ¥
Low Degree Povem,
Correlation Wath
Degree of Poverty

High Proportion Black
Med Proportion Black
Low Proportion Black
Correlation With Black .

High Proportion Spanish
Med Proportion Spannh
Low Proportion Spamish
Correlation With Spamish

High Poverty x Black
Med Poverty X Black -
Low Poverty x Black
Correlation With
Poverty x Black . ..

-~

High Poverty x Spanish .
Med Poverty x Spanish .
Low Poverty x Spanish .
Correlation with

Poverty x’Spamsh =

0.9415 24.9
0.9757 25.8
11255 309

~

0.4329 |
0.9427
0.9802
1.1147

284

29.4
0.33%0

0.9798

2
1.0049 28.
1.0637 29,

socow
O\\IO

6.1074

3.966%
1.04,83

26.
29.
1.0063 24.

wwu:

T6,1753
0.9989 28.9
0.9999 288
0.9993 24.n

60357

i
0.9785 23,1
0.9870 27.9

1.0585 306

01134

1.6093  26.7
1.0025 25.3
0.9811 27.9
0.1031
1.0001 22,
1.ON68 29,
0.9774 26.
00351

Al
to o o

. 0.9888 253

1.6031 28.3

- 0.9999 29.1

0.0658
0.9692 22,8
1.0039 28.7
1.0171 29.4

0.0146

25.8 70.9927

M2
Classroom
Teachérs
Mean

e —y— —

2.7

9. 9811
69917 12.8
1.0449 14.0

0.1596

0.9750 14.2
12.4

1.0480 26.3
01590
0,9885

1.0036
o018

15.1
18.0
152

0.0017

() 99746 27.8
L0627 13,0
2.996% 12.5

00402

) v
28.1
13.0
119

14,9920
1 0060
9.9911

0.0600

1.0024
0,9924 1
J.0217

00103

1.9964
1.6036 16.9
0.9946 14.2
« 0.0005

19.3

1.0132 254

1.0006 13.6

9862 146
0.0471

0.9975
10012
9.9999

26.2
13.6
13.9

0.0081
1.0093 259

0.9981 13.8
0.9974 135

.

»

Resource Vanable

M3

Fducation WGTD

’7n+/— .

o [
ERIC

J

0.0445

Staff
Mean 7 +/—

09722 26.0
0.9902 133
1.0581 149

0.2171]
0.9713 14.9
0.9917 13.1
10546 25.1

0.1800
09876

1.6036
1.6025
Pl

15.7
17.9
15.6

0 0084
0.9917 "26.6
1.0044 139
1.9961 13.0

0.0595

g S
1.9924 26.9
1.0060 13.9
09906 12.5

- 0.0661
0.9982

9913
1.0290

50
14.6
13.5

-00372

99985
1.0038 17.0
0.9910 14.7
© 0.0091

19.1

1.0096 24.3

100 14.5

0.9855 14.8
0.0366

0.9981 25.1
1.0014 14.2
0.9988 14.7
0.0119
1.0039 24.9
0.9990 143
1.0002 14.2

0.0299

M4
$ With Salary

Controlled by Ed Ad; for URB/REG *

Mean ~ #/ -
0.9667 24.0
0.9818 189
1.0874 22

0.3111

0.9504
09847
1.0950

20.2
18.6
250

0.3174
0.9891 18.9
10025 21.7
10028 216

0.0720
0.9852 24.9
1.0027 20.7
1.0061 18.3

0.1184
0.9966 26.2
10017 20.2
0.9979 18.2

€0.0634
0.9990

0.9881
1.0363

224
20.5
214,

0.0337

1.0118

1.0006 21.2

0.9858 20.2
0.0943

21.9

1.0070 22.1

1.0041 21.5

0.9803 19.0
0.0338

1.0021 239
1.0000 20.3
0.9973 20.8
0.0821
0.9875 22.6
1.0011 20.8
1.0086 21.0

0.0447

Nationally.
M$ M6
$ With Salary Composite
Measure
Mean % 4/~ Mean @ +/-
039566 203  0.9650 21.6
03777 215 _ 0.9640 16.2
1.1083 5\6.4 1.0828 19.3
03932 03318
09340 237 09554 17.8
0.9827 2L.1 09668 16.0
11159 24.4 1.0839 22.3
. 0.3726 0.3046
0.9872 19.4 09868 16.6
1.0028 239  1,0035 19.1
10023 24.6  1.0026 18.6
0.0846 0.0656
0.9956 22.4  0.9982 22.6
1.0015 24.4 10037 17.9
0.9979 20.5  1.0003 159
0.0618 0.0973
1.0023 24.5 09957 23.7
0.9989 23.8 . 1.0030 17.4
0.9989 20.1  0.9950 15§
~0.0554 -0.0745
0.9964 19.0 09970 20.7
0.9860 23.3  0.9887 17.6
1.0436 25.0 10367 18.44
~0.0600 ~0.0557
1.0136 21.8 10959 19.6
1.0003 23.7  1.0022 18.5
0.9834 232 09872 17.4
0.1057 0.0663
L10020 193 1.0077 204
1.0047 25.0  1.0033 18.5
0.9820° 2.3  0.9620 16.5
0.0216 - 0.0375
0.9985 20.8  0.9982 21.9
1.0005 23.6  1.0010 17.5
0.9980 24.5  0.9986 18.0
0.0782 0.0538
0.9774. 19.2 09917 21.0
1.0025 24.0 : 1.0005 17.9
1.0130 244/ 1.0064 17.9
0.0338

I4

49

g

a




. . .
N » 2 -

. . [}

. “~ Fable X]. W}Lhin-State Variation in Revenues by Socioeconomic Statys, Nationally
' . Rey iable
Socio-Economic Local State  “< Federal Non Federal * Total P
Characteristic . Mean /+4/~, Mean % +f- ‘< Mean % +/-«\ Mecan % +/-  Mean %+~
. - - . /
Low Ability toPay .. ... 0.6708 63.6 1.1627 43.8 \1\3 1 !?7.8 0.8750 33.9 0.9062 28.5
Med, Ability 10 Pay .o v vececrnrns 09704 SO.1 09976 40.0 09805 132 09817 315  0.9816 294
High Ability toPay .........- . 1.4181 S51.1 0.8444 45.9 0.7316 956 1.1799 35.4 1.1490 333
Correlation With i
Ability to Pay . . ... - - PR 0.7032 -0.4327 -0.2014 0.5951 0.5110
Low Financal Effort % ... ...ocvven 0.8468 62.3 0.9035 39.9 1.0228 110{.2 0.8704 36.6 0.8809 32.9
Med Financial Effort . ...........-- 0.9805 .52.0 0.9921 40.3 0.9608 7%.9 0.9853 30.4 0.9836 27.6
High Financial Effort .. ... ........ L2117 62,5 1.1202 49.4 1.0953 97.4 1.1737 36.1 1.1683 325
Corelation With o . . -
Financial Effort ........ ... ... 0.3955. 0.3224 0.055% 0.6616 0.6711
> - > , - ~ ’ »
Low ADA/JADM ... ............o 1.0373 47.3° 09674 37.3 1.2904 .é7.0 1.0083 30.4 1.0277 28.0 1
Med ADA/JADM . ... ..o 1.0013 59.8 0.9974 44.1 0.9381 ?5.1 0.9997 35.2 0.9954 32.2
High ADAJADM . ....onnvvneenn 0.9588 64.5 - 1.0402 45.7 0.8957 lpl.6 0.9926 36.8 0.9859 32.5
Correlation With ADA/ADM . ....... -0.0682 0.0675 -0.2434 -0.0180 -0.0673
Low Urbanizaion ..... «....-- .. 0.8421 67.7 1.1060 47.4 1.0519 {0:7 * 09517 35.4 0.9586 31.0
Med Urbanization .. - .- e e 1.0262 60.3 0.983F 42.6 0.8997 ‘97.0 1.0084 36.3 1.0009 33.0
High Urbanization ..... ...--- . 1.0792 40.9 0.9440 36.9 1 2495 48.1 | 1.0231 27.6 1.0387 26.6
Correlation With " e
Urbamzation .o ..« «ceccor e oo 0.3'l52 ~02256 0.0§75 < 0.1735 0.1603 ‘
o
Low Enrollment ... .. M e 0.9012 71.4 1.0743 49.8 |.016ﬂl6.6 0.9731 36.0 0.9761 33.5 ’
Med Enrollment ......c.voencnes 0,9993 60.4 0.9963 42.0 0.9139 94.0 0.9981 35.9 0.9923 32.5
Hif Enroliment ... .. PO .. Ll_009 38.1 0.9366 36.8 1.2419 49.1 1.0327 26.5 1.0471 25.7
otrelation With
Enrollment .. ..iv.dioiiaans 0.1928 -0.1088 0.2392 ~ 0.1168 0.1442
High 'Degxec of Poverty . ..... . o 0.8562 58.6 1.0681 37.0 1.5489 70.9 . 0.9442 32.8 0.9858 28.8
Med Degree of Poverty . ... - - 0.9791 56.5 0.9941 44.3 0.9510 82.0 0.9853 33.5 0.9830 31.0
Low Degree of Poverty . ....... ce. 1.2064 56.8 0.9496 46.1 0.5984 126.5 1.0998 36.5 1.0653 33.8
_ Correlation With
Degree of Poverty ... .. e -0.3152 0.2170 0.4574 -~0.2361 ~0.0954
High Proportnon’BlAck Cee e e 1.0652 49.5 0.9698 37.4 1.3997 55.9 10256 31.3 1.0513 28.7
Med Proporuion Black . ... . - .. 0.9931 59.7 0.9960 43.0 0.9370 96.8 0.9943 35.4 0.9903 32.1 .o
__Low Proportion Black . - L 0.9555 63.1 1.0423 48.4 0.7896 111.6 0.9916 35.5 0.9777 31.9
Correlation With Black *.. ... .. 0.0733 -00334 .~ 0.3983 0.0513 0.1434
High Propomon' Spanish .. ... ...... 1.0273 49.4 0.9729 35.9 1.3320 61.6 1.0047 31.2 1.0272 28.6
Med Proportion Spanish .. . . - 1.0275 59.6 0.9877 43.0 0.9258 90.9 1.0110 35.8 1.0051 = 32,6 -
_Low Propottion Spanssh . ... . .- 0.8901 62.0 1.0641 48.8  0.8910119.7 0.9623 33.6 0.9574 30.2
Correlation With Spanish .. .. .. .. 0.0917 -0.0737 0.2283 00377 0.0951
. High Poverty x Black ... .. © . LOo136 524 10015 37.2 14039, 59.3 . 1.0086 317, 1.0358 29.0
Med Poverty x Black ...... L e 0.9982 59.3 0.9942 439 0.9224 96.3 0.9965 35.1 0.991%_ 32
Low Poverty x Black ... L e 0.9918 61.4 1.0157 47.0 0.8294 107.8 1.0017 358, 0.9899 .0
\ Correlation With Y . .
. Poverty x Black .. ..... .. ...~ -0,0100 0.0225 0.4078 ~ -0.0018 0.1010
High Poverty x Spanish . . . ... 0.9768 53.7 0.9913" 35.9 1.2292 719 0.9828 32.7 0.9998 30.0
Med Poverty x Spamsh . . - ... 1.0068 58.8 0.9994 44.6 0.9576 91.4 1.0037 34.8 10006 31.6
Low Poverty x Spamush . ... ... . .- 1.0026 61.1 1.0105 .46.0 0.8985 107.0 ' 1.0059 35.7 0.9985 32.3 -
Correlation With
Poverty x Spanssh . ... ...« Lot -0.0090 -0.0009 0.3167 ~0.0277 0.0595
. - W ) N
1] ) v - N
L ]
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2 - Table Xit. Within-Stafe R%BUWS by Socioeconor;\mt—u_s: Nationally.

3

. Measure 4 ’
Yo SecVar.looo il 000% 1020 2030 3040 40-50 5060 6070  70-80  80-90  90-100
yAbility toPay . 2oL ... 0.97 096 097  0.97 .00 099 097 099 1.04 1.13
Effort .....0% ... 0.95 0.9¢ 096 096 098 1.0 1.01 1.01 1.07 1.12
Urbanizatiodk. . . . . Yoo 099 098 098 .98 102" 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.00 39 1.0
. ADA/ADM ... L. 100" 098  1.00 1.01 1.01 L.oo 401 099  1.00 " 1.00
" Enrollment ..% ). . .. ‘ 099 106 100 100  1.00 100  j.01 1L.Q0  1.01 0.8
Poverty .... 0. ........ 1.04 1.03 1.01 1.00 098 099" 098 097 098 1.02
Percent Blagk/. . ... ... .. 098 099 099  0.99 1.00 1.01 .00 101 1.01 1.01
< Percent Spanfsh . ... .. .. . 099 097  099. 099 102 103 ' 1.02 099 .00 1.02
.j Local Rev ' L
. SocVar ..., .. ... ... G-10% * 1020 2030 3040  40.50 50-60  60-70. 70-80  80-90  90-100
* Ability toPay ... ....... 0.51 073  0.80  0.87 0.9 1.0 107 1.12 1.28 1.55
Effort ...... S, 080 \ 089 093 096 092 097 ,L04 1.06 1.09 1.33.
Urbanization .. ... ..., .. . 084 3084 08  0.93 1.06 LO9 . 113 108  1.08 1.08
ADA/ADM ........ ... 106 .02 104 101 098 100 096 096  0.95
Enollment ....... .. ... - 0.88 092"  0.97 1.01 1.02 1.04 1.04 1.09 .11
Poverty ... ... . R WX | 1.0§ 1L.o4 094 092 095 097 090 ¢ 0.8
Percent Plack .. .. .. 0.94 . 0.98  .0.99 0.99 1.03 0.99 1.00 1.08  1.05
Percent Spanush . .. ., 080, 0.88 092 © 097 105 110 105’ 1.06. 106 1.00
i a € R .
. ’ - # . ‘ State Rev .
© SocVar ..., 0-10%  10-20 20-30"%. 3040 40-50  50-60  60-70  70-80 - 8090 90-100
Ability to Pay . . . LIS nil 109 v 104 1.01 097 NO95. 093 0.8 = ‘083 -
Effort .. - - 088 092 094" , 095 099 o1 ‘\762 104 108 LId
Urbanization . . . . . & .13 « 108 1.06  1.02 0.98 0.97 0.93 094 , 094 0.95
ADA/ADM .. ..., 097 _0.96 <0985 097 (.99 .00 .00  1.04 1.03 1.05
Enroliment 2 L11 1.0 1.03 “+102 . 1.01 1.01 0.97 0.95 0.93 0.94
Poverty .... .. 095 0 0.99 «b.98 4 099,  1.00  1.0Q  1.00 1.04 1.10
Porcent Black , .-, 1.05 Lo 103 102 -099 098 099 097 09 098 )
< Percent Spanksh . . . . LOT - 106 104 10F, 089 097 - 098 094 o9 0.99 *
. Fed Rev .
SocVar ........ 0-10@ 10200 2030 3040  40-50 50460  60-70 70-80 su;.? 90-100
"Abifity to Pay ” L19 . 117" 093 0.92 1.04 LO6 099 094 o8N 065
Effort "....... .08 096 094 1.00% 091 092 097 1.02 .00 119
Urbamization . . . ., o LO4 = 106 :096 092, 084 082 083 .03 123 1.27
"ADA/ADM . .., ... 32 126 af 101 . 002 089 082 087 08 009
Enroliment . . . 108 T0.95  ®0.93 090 g5 090 094 097, 119  L.29
Poverty, .. 052. 058 073 . 079 087 . ¢ 1L09 * 125 1.43 1.67
Pczcent Black .., .. .. 080 078 ° 079 ~0.78 0.81 0.96 1.03 ' 1.26 1.27 1.53
Percent Spamsh .. ., . 0.89: 089 090 , 087 - 08 08 (94 . L4 1.27 1.39

L}

the de facto nterdistrict £gregauon of blacks within
States. For example, in the Northeast and North

« Central States. blacks are concentrated in large cities.
, The other variable with ncreased varaton s degree of
urbamization. This increase may be due to the Jarge’
variation in wrbanization in those States whose average

~ urbanization level 15 Jow.

1Y
Since the basic tabuylations are bulky. it would be
tedious to .make State-by-State compansons. For this
sreason several sumniary 1ables are provided for some of
the most significant State-by-State and regional résults,

Table XIV provides a \;ery co‘:ﬁct reference table
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F\Or Inspecting some of the key differences amo&% .

» States. It lists the mean and vanation of the scores {67
cach of the six resource and five revenue variables.
From the point of view of an’inequality analysis, the
variations lare more, significant; the means, are, signifi-
cant &nly if interstate equalization weye to be at-

““tempted. Table XIV also gives, in the “% TOT™

column, the relative contributions of local, State, and

Federal revenues to (otal revenue. This information s
shown for each State, region, and the Nation. + . .

The most notable conclusions to be drawn from

Table XIV concern the variation in inequality of

~ -Tesources among the States. For example, Vermon't and

~
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Figure 9. District Revenues Versus Poverty Standing Relative to State. .

California’ stand out as having the greatest dnsparniés
(using measure- 4); afid, excluding the Distct of
. Columbia and Hawan (which are single distncts), .
Louisiana, Nevada, and West Virginia appear to. have
the least inequality of resource distribution. Region-
ally, the Noriheast and West Coast have more dispanty
than the rest of the Nation. Caution must be exercised
. in‘interpreting regional results, however, since much of
the regional vanation is_due to differences between
. States rather thag within States For example, while
+  the Middle Atlantic region shows a 20 percent Variation

X3 L v

- ’ . *o

-

-

in measure 4, none of the three States in that region
has a variation greater than 14 percent. .

Tablgs XV, XVL, XVIl, and XVII show the
correlations of measure 4 and revenues with selected
s'ociogconomic-vanables. Table XIX summarizes the
scores of each State and region on these socioeconomic
vanables. (The data in thé column headed “wealth”
reflect the ability-to-pay variable.) Table XIX in
conjunction with Table XIV is Very helpful in cempar-
ing the performance of various States. Several States
stand put. For example, Alabama, despite receiving

v v

&

4

Yoo )

(N
EMC . ° , .
)

-t ki st AR

*

e

56

L : Table XII1. Within-State Pupil-Weighted Mean and Percent Variation, by Socioec&nomic Variabley
‘ @ T N'atlonally. . .
N : ton
o Soctoeconomic variable .. Mean Percent Standardized Correlation
Varation Score with ADM " »
e P r "; »
Ability to pay 49,796 . }t 15.8 50.0 ~ 0.20
Efollment 71,702.057 149.9 50.0 .00 .
Proporuon,poverty population, 0106 55.5 50.0 0.00
. Proportion Black population 0.103 141.7 50:0 028
> Proportion Spanish populayjon 0.048 115.5 | 50.0 0.26
. ' Ppoverty % Black populauon, 0.017 1689 . 500 0.07
Poverty st&ush populstion 0.007 155.9 50.0 * 0.08
, . Financial effort’ , 15.717 168 . 50.0 0.17
“ ADA/ADM - / 0.936 3.3 500 . -0.58
. Degree of urbanization . 1.534 73.3 500 - 0.42
Ja . - . TP N
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' - © g * Table XIV. Mean Resources and Revenues by State, Region, and Nation ' ..
- ]
. . 's M2 M2 %2 M3 % Mg % MS % Me afLoC 4 % ST % % FED % % NF 7 TOT_ % Ly
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. ARIZ ..ot . . .. .. 2096 15 0.98 14 1.01 14 1.00 1} 1.00 IS 099 13 067 47. 41 1.16 25 50 120 123 9 0383 23 090 22
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\\ Table XV. Correlation of Resources Per Pupil with Secioeconomic Variables, by State, Region, and Nation .
A t %4 CorgeIation With N
- State moun T Wealth Effort Urbanizztion Enroliment % Black % Span. Poverty
Alabama ..,............ .. .0.697 8.7 . 0.394 -0.063 -0.329  -0.107 0.062 0.103
: Alaska ..o v, 1.308 81 -0.075 0675 0.124 0.089 0.454  0.364  0.039
Arizona ................. © 0,998 13.2 , 0.256 0.198 0.084 0.074 -0.285 0.078
Alkansas . ... ... ..., ... ... 74 136 0.399 0.476 0.530 0.150  0.141 -0.212
California ................ 0948 266 0.246 °  -0.147 -0.258 0.075 -0.062  0.080
. Colorado. .........,......, 0995 94 0.626 0.117 0294 0324 0177 -0.105
. Connecticut . , .. ........... 1125 168 0.204 0.241 0.408 0.508  0.302  0.239
Delaware . ................ 0.983 .95 0.235 0.564 0.506 0.436  0.580 0.214
Dist.of CoL. . ....... e 1.297, 0.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 “~0.000
Florida .. .............. .. 0934 117 0.562 -0414 ~-0.648  -0.153 -0.462 0.102
Georgia .................. 0.863  10.8 0.302 0.586 0.564 0.142  0.488 -0.311
Hawaii .............. i 1.122 0.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Idaho . ..ooon . 0.869 9.6 0.426 .178 0.139 0.277 -0.011  0.080
Afinois ......... .... ... 1.064 12.8 0.235 .023 -0.152 -0.125 -0.084 -0.273
Indiana ......,........... 0.878 12 0.284 0.308 0.077 0.373  0.484  0.142
fowa ................ ee. 1091 ° 18 0.524 0.299 0.280 0.13%  0.225 =0.205
Kansas ............... ... 1.078 , 166 - 0.758  -0.429 -0.285  -0.346 -0.173  0.390
Kentucky ........... .- 0.886 ° 10.3 , 0.453 0.497 0.405 0.513  0.003 -0.106
Louisana .. .......... . . 0.912 64 -0.075 0.641 -0.085 -0.081  -0.036 -0.218 0.107
Maine ................. 0" 0910 129 X 0.279 0.024 0.228  -0.201 -0.071 -0.025
Maryland ................ 1.028 6.7 -0.438 0.066 0.171  -0.544 0823 —0.730
Massachusetts ......,...... 1.092  19.2 0.446 0.076 0.268 0.265 0.183  0.054
Michigan . ............ .. .. 1.035 15.5 0.555 0.317 -0.278  -0.093 0.075 -0.303
Minnnesota .. ............. 1.052 9.1 0.086 0.255 0.253 0.317 0.121 0.022
Mississippi ., ... ..., 0.796 120 0.492 0.285 0.139 0.179 0:92 0110
‘ Missoui ............... - . 101 21.2 0.329 0.205 0.127 0.345 0.188  0.000
Montana .............. ... 0.84 19.7 0.309 0.031 ~-0.176 0.166  0.026 0.267
Nebraska............. 0974 114 -0.033 0.634 -0.115 -0.149  -0.20 018 0.135
Nevada .. ... . 61 -0.279 0770 -0496 -0.737  -0.71 .296 0,324
New Hampshirf g2 0406 +0.187 -0.206 -° 0.026 -0.147
NewlJersey ............... 13.7 . 0.436 0.171" 0.201 0.098 055
New Messco .., ... 9.6 -0.041 ~ 0.385 -0413 -0.384 -0.323 25
New Y6tk ... .. 13.9 03187 0.382  -0.180 -0.50F “=0.263 -0.436 %
North Carolina 7.9  0.120, 0.256 0.437 0.331 0.404 —-0.09
North Dakota 10.5  0.330 . 0423 0.210 0.016 0.075  0.129 103
. Ohio ..... Y. 1.025 13.6 (D‘ss\ 0.627 0.450 0.593  0.123  0.150
Oklzhoma ........,..... .. 0.835 17.2 . 0.259 0.063 0.208 0.287. 0.001  0.039
Oregon ................ .. 1.093 8.5 . 0.306 0.081 0.069 0.057 —0.185 -(.148
Pennsylvaniia ........,.... . 1.002  11.6 . 0.163 0.372 0.026+ 0.206 0.229 -0.101
Rhodelstand ... .,... ..... 1.139 164 0. 0.693 0.322 0.586 0.764  0.231 0.540
South Carolina_, . ........... 0.890 82 0.131 0.306 0.145 0.167 0171  0.093  0.075
South Dakota % ...... ..... 0.964 168 0.048 0.124 -0.366 -0.444 -0.62 -0123  0.500
Tennessee . ............ ... 0.771  11.5 0332 0.726 0.624 0.504 0.279  0.273 -0.226
Texas ..., 0.895 15.1  0.270 Q472 —-0367 -050% -0.252  0.094 0.199
Uah ..., ... ..... ... 0.831 7.5 -0.023 (.465 -0.237 0.064 . 0.179 0.002 0.082
Vemmont .............7. .. 1.236 , 326 y 0.319 0.104 0.215 0.103  -0.065 —-0.078 -0.009
Viginia ................. 0.902 154 % 0.627 0.272 0.386 0.356  -0.029 0.621 -0.218
Washington ..., ........... 1.033, 1,0 X 0.527 0.070 0.622 0.615 0.514 0003 -0.177
West - S 0.877 6. 0.331 0.102 0.503 0.386 0.148 -0.085 -0.042
Wisconsin ............ - 1.009 11.5 0450 0.113 0.054 -0.106 -0.120 -0.080 -0.224
\ Wyoming ................ 1.028  13.5 0234 0727 -0.407 -0.488  -0.402 -0282 -0.061
US. Total .,............... 1.000 21.2 0618 0.167 0.101 0.095 -0.035 —-0.291
NewEngland . ........... .. 1.084  19.6 0.291 0.180 0.262 0.359 0,236 -0.002
Mid Atlantic ............ .. 1.203  19.9 0.631 -. 0.167 0.051 0.058 ~ 0,108 -0.284
South Atlantic .. 0.921 134 0554 - 0.398 0,291 0.143 -0.038 -0.264
ES.Central ........, ... . 0.783 13,9 0.658 0.214 0.155 -D.071 0.066 -0.019
WS.Central .............. 0.882  14.6 0.359  -0.112 -0.298  -0.068 0.125 0.096
EN.Central .,..:..,..... .. 1.015 147 458 0,427 0.323 0.009 0.136  0.127 -0.113
WN.Central, ... ........... 1.040 17,0 . 0.434 0.082 0.056 0.126  0.047  0.006
™ Mountain ..:...... ..., . 0.945 12,9 241 0.452 0.060 0.060 0.199  0.037  0.102
Pacific ......0...... oL 0978 23.9 0.129( 0.223 -0,116 -0.263 0.015 -~0.173 0.025
\\/ T .
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Table XV1. Correlation of Local Revenue Per Pupil with Socioeconomic Variablé$, by State, R ion, and Nation.
) L,
. \ -
* . / . ¢ Correlation With ..
. State - Amo %+l Wealth  Effort . Urbanization Enrollment % Black\ % Span. Poverty -
AlDama « o coccov e oo 0.232 62.0 0.292 0.346 0.297 © 0.149 -0.215
Alatka ...... e es e 0.783  40.2 0.515 0.399 0.626 0.426 ° -0.457
ATIZONA .. covecoacvovoans 0.673 47.3 0.591 0.444 - 0271 - 0.125 -0.197
Arkansds . . ..o e .. 0.461 354 0.797 0.225 - 0.697 0.530 ) -0.448
California ....cccoovcosesone 1.130 40,2 0.706 0.506 0.168 - 0.239
Colorado. ... .. e ...i.. 1184 293 0731 0562 0.129 0.453
ConnectiCut + o s« v o v o v coon e 1435 47.2 0.350 0.857 -6:052 0.003 -
! Delawage « oo cocovvocmens 0.491 38.7 0.878 -0.079 - 0.661 0.328
Dist.ofCol. . o vcov o v vanocs 2.230 0.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 . . 0.000
Florid2 « coovonocaaonnes . 0.611 35.0 0.866 0.035 0.231 0.236
GeOorgid o v vovvvvooroonc s 0.443 56.5 0.859 0.302 0.694 _ 0.801
Hawalh o ...00cc00ceeeoes 0.022 0.0 0.000 .0.0000° - 0.000 - 0.000
Idaho ¢ e v vnvcocooecancens 0.574 27.5 0.392 0.492 -0.010 -0.072 -
MENOIS & eovevvoovevoncans 1.569 51.1 0.821 047% 0.120 ~0.085
Indiana . « oo n0v Romeco oo 0.852 36.7 0.485 0.769 . 0.119 0.086
JOWE « o vvvevnnnnnonennns 1410 174 0470 0809  -0.067 —0.083
Kansas . ...coceeinoccaans 1.153 35.0 -0.032 0.888 -0.367 -0.270
. KentickY .« covovovvvvcnsns . 55.9 0.893 -0.015 0.767 0.712
Louistana ... . 35.1 0.687 -~0.024 0.641 ©0.603
Maix;e [ 70.4 0.538 0.629 0.112 D.137
Maryland ......... . 000 24.6 0.932 -0.322 . 0.192 0.329
Massachusetts - 314 0.640 0.682 -0.267 -0.156
Michigan . ... ... P 42.1 0.619 0.682 0.391 ~0.082
Minnesota .. ... 0% 0. e 29.0 0.632 -0.015 0.404 0.344
Mississippl . . . ..o e e 47.1 . 0.777 -0.274 0.6&7 - 0.670
MiSSOU o coovaovconoeeens 43.6 0.853 G232 0.418 0.281
Montana 29.5 0.613 0.834 -0.073 -0.292,
Nebraska . . . . . 24,1 -0.053 0.871 -0.406 -0.263
Nevada ... vvvareneronns 26.0 0.510 0.605 -~0.118 -0.337
. s New Hampshire . el 43.5 0.691 0.914 -0.137 -0.17
New Jersey 32.6 0.747 0432 -0.112~ - -0.293
New Mexico . ...... ... . 0337 46.1 0.355 0.400 -0.032 -_0.075
NewYork .. ... ..o .... 1402 41.4 0.801 -0.042 0.363 0.170
NorthCarolna ... ... oo 0.331 448 0.819 0.846 . 0.527 0.587
North Dakota ....... ae.. 099% 27.0 0.610 0.791 “0.326 -0.068
ORIO voevvecevonennn 1.225 36.2 0.671 0.736 0.583 0.368
Oklahoma . -« cv - v oo v e . 0.598 52.5 0.498 0.678 0.246 0.420
Oregon .. ....-- DU 1469 160 0288 0.564 ~0.012 -0.094" ) )
Pennsylvania . .. ... .- .... 0983 35.7 0.834 0.047 0.436 0.096 0.161 0.282 -0.464
P Rhodelsland ... ..... -... 1,086 22.0 0.644 0.617 0.441 0.606 0.489 -0.080 0.153 \
South Carolina . . . . . s .0.341 37.3 0810 0.550 0.550 0.378  -0.496 -0.052 -0853 °
SouthDakotae .. .......: .. L1119 21.7 0.426 0.884- - 0.016 -0.052 -0.665 -0.441 -0.151
TENNESSCE o o v o o v e v v oo oos 0.451 474 0.746 0.595 ~ 0.803 0.730 0.452 0.591 -0.615
TEXES - oo v v cevonoaancoons 0.626 54.7 0.796 0.374 -0.009 0.165 0.029 -0.248 -0.267
Utah . cveverecnrons 0.599 35.6 .0.578  0.205 0.241 -0.026 -0.119 _ 0.298 0.358°
Vermont « .+« - e .. 1263 62.4 0.623 0.902 0.202 0.037 —0.004 -0.035 -0.221.
Viginia .. - cceee e ~. 0.852 36.6 0.823 0.212 0.435 0.4 -0.022 0.627 -0.525
Washipgton . . .- .- .. . 0865 43.6 0.681 0.513 0:420 £0.49, 0.312 ~0.191 -0.397
’ WestNugma ... - - .. 0.522 35.5 0.783 0.173 0.699 0.52 0.036 0.267 -0.684
Wisconsin . . ... . e 1.432 29.6 0.878 -0.201 0.37¢ 0.20 0.148 0.164 -0.471
Wwyoming ...v. - - e 0.981 . 45.6 0.394 0.742 -0.381 -0.5 -.0535 -0.336 -0.037
US.Total ... «coovnnn L. 1.00 58.4 +0.744 0.559 0.287 . 0.185 -0.147 -0.043 =0.502
New England .............. 1.454 43.6 0.525 0.735 0.004 0.009 0.006 -0.046 -0.368
¥ MidAtlantic ..., e 1.297 42.5 0.820 0.101 0.340 B.180 0.134 0.231 -0.280
South AUanlic « o co v v v o aas 0.656 66.0 0.726 0.544 +0.516 0.547 0.053 0.120 -0.542
T ES.Central .......... ... 0,359 ‘/—59.6 0.748 . 0.342 0.679 568 0.023 0.31r3 -0.531
WS Central .....uenenn . 0579 529 0.737 0.173 0.188 0.233  -0.104 -0.103 -0.343
E.N.Centeal .- . .ccv v onene 1.268 46.9 0.757 0.469 0314 , - 0.075 0.068 0.168 -0.253
W.N,Central ....... ... L1122 33.2 0.557 0.459 - 0.067" 0.041 ~R.009 0.054 -0.227
i Mountaint . 2. .. <o . 0.799 51.8 * 0.541 0.494 © 0158 0.200 0.107 -0.341 -0.348
- Pacific ...ccoevvnoas .... 1085 44.5 0.604 0.511 0.110 0.178 0.248 - 0.005 ~-0.133
56 6’ .
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Tabje XVIL Correlation of State Revenue Per Pupil with Socioeconomic Variables, by State,

Regtion, and-Nation. .

' : Correlation With
. State Amount %4/~ \eath Effort  Urbanization Enrollment % Black. % Span. Poverty
229 -0207 0565  -0284 © -0.160 -0.291. 0307  0.201
141 ~0417 0612  -0630  -0.578 .-0.264 -0320 oa%
247" 0184  0.363 0.242 0.19¢'  0.066 0063 -0.117
183 -0699 0578  —0675 0513 0085 -0186 0939
249 -0374 0063 0054 . 0119 -0.123 0098 -9033
222 -0652 -0233  -0367  -0675 -0.592 0172 0164
40.0 -0091 -0.08  -0.057  -0.09 —-0.073 0121 o038
9.4 0210 0682 0.131 -0.061  0.393 -0235 0188
0.0 0000 0000 0000 0.000 0000 0000 0000
69 -0448 0656 -0343 0341 0,086 -0.357 ' o o)
i ) 140 0720 ©.332  -0670  -0.69 -0.009 -0461 0.623
i ) *0.0  0.000 0.000 0000, ° 0000  0.000 0000 0000
Idaho ... . ... .ol 0.824 166 -0245 0342  —0006 0.088  0.134 0063  0.068
Hinois ... OESAEE 0.905 326 —0666 0.153 0133 205 0.223 0154 (284
Indiana ... 0l il 0754 200 -0302 -0.127  -0105 ~Z0.061 0051 -0.281 g 08
fowa ........ioo .l 0.729 130 0025 0474 0.275 0406  0.343 0219 —0.134
" Kansas ...l 0.783 157 -0489 0623  -0412  -0306 -0265 -0320 o ion
Kentucky .. ... ... .11 1§27 123 -0807 0455 0658  -0'538 07300 -0354  0.780
Louisiana . .. ..... . 0" LI81 135 -0692 0674  -0668  -0684 0203 _gisa  oeo
Maine . ... ... ...l 0.883 524 -0623 0.3%  -0479 0404 0002 -oosr  oeoy
Maryland ............... . 1005  20.6 0558 0:798  —0.123 ~0.223  0.547 —0386 0712
Massachusetts .. ... .. 0.616 329 -0403 0.529 0.057 0.283 0295 0177 0221
Michigan ., ... . .. 7" 1282 180 -0.358 0.051  —0.163 ~0.059  0.018 -0.134  .125
Minnesota ... ... .. 1 1.280 247 -0384 0562  -0407  -0527 -0.560 -0233 oo
Mississippi . . ... ... .. 0.859 100 -051S 0479 -0542  -0439 0054 -0331 o3
-~
Missouri ........ .. .. .. 0811 224  0.069 ~agm 0283 -0224 ° 0,034 -0148 0382
Montana ... T T 0.641 208 0407 ONS 0.289 0.242 0,294 —0015 -0.143
Nebraska . . ... .. 11T 0417 134 . 0,139 —0.285 0.358 0.206  0.166 0187 * ~0.234
« Nevadr ii. .. .. 10t 0.920 197 -0246 0.1039 : 0317 -0.209  -0.025 0160 0.332
New Hampshire . - . . . 0.185 702 -0355 0208  —-0496 -0.374  -0159 -0216 07191
Newlersey ...... ....... .. 0.609 376 -0473  0.233 0.016 0.351 0365 0201 0477
New Mexico ... ... . . 0 1.409 92 _0422 0854 -0614 -0541  -0371 0277 ¢352
New York . ... .. . 0 LB49 255 -0.703. 0.599 01624 - -0429 _0525 _04%7 032
Carolina . . .. . . . 1195 62 -0509" 0746  _0.492 -0.435 0233 -0.328 , 0.543
North Dakota ... - .. 0.603 196 -0179 0290  -0254 %0146  0.051 _o1a4 * 9io3
Ohwo ..... e 0.660 255 _0.573 -0.132  -0.548 -0305  -0.325 -0.108 ' 0.10S
Oklahoma .. ... . " 0.650 330 0588 0610 048 -0444  -0091 " 0,051 0432 .
Oregon ... . ... 0600 296 0373 0452, -0488 0566 -0.522 0032 G139
Pennsylvana | ... .11l 1229 265 --0.642 0703 ° _0.244 0273  0.236 9.0 0.586
Rhode Island ... 11 [} 0773 246 -0353 0.568  -0.370 . -0.09 0249 0230 9aog
hY
South Carolina + . .. ... .. 0.959 397 .0337 0947  0.082 -0.104  -0.170 -0.030 —0.146
South Dakota % ... ... 0279 19.2< -0310 -0135  -0:09%  -0134 0353 0187 oae
Tennessee .. ... - .. 0783 91 -0624 0.179 0414 0397 0250 -0462  0.649
Texas o .ooooo 0.803 203 0514 0288  _0.404 -0418  -0.091 0062 0.328
Utah ... .. 0 L141 186 -0604 0393  -0477 0171, -0.090 0531 oors
Vermont . ............. ... 0986 591  0.139 0877  -0.032 0191 0103 0107 -0.128
Virgima ... ... ..o 0.740 180 -0.649 0421 0398 -0312  -0.156 -0437  0.605
Washington . ... ... 10 L460 205 -0.096 0599 0112 0346 -0236 _0.039. —gour
West Virginu . ... .. .. 1069 69 0793 0477  -0.591 -0477 0181 —0200' 0.756
Wisconsin .. ... ... .. . 10 0798 443 _o. 0.693 <0336  -0087 -0.014 <0137 0333
Wyommng .. ..... .l 0923 325 -0349 0262 ° 0005 . 0336 0340 oles oa97
US.Total ....o.... ...... 1000 433 -0.057 0511  -0.0% 0.168  -0.030 0.023 . 0.029.
New England . ... .. . .0 0.647 478 0263 0305 _0.134 0.066 0043 0060  0.301
Mid Atlantic . . .. co.% 1403 440 -0338 0782  -0173 0107 0062 0.008 ©.200
South Atlanuc .. ... 0 1047 307 -0.171 0262  -0.213  -0079 -0249 0175 oio
ES.Central . ... . . RO 0871 182 -0.295 055  -0372  -0298 0295 0201 oze
WS.Central ... .. I 0843 267 -0454 0689  -0.346 0232 0340 -0089 oare
EN.Central .. .. 0 """ 0890 37.1 -0343 0289 0113 0.107  0.063 003 012
W.N. Central ... ... 1 0848 406 0.04 0489  -0056  -0107 -0.095 0163 -obi
Mountain .. ... . Il 0969 345 -0214. 0024  -009% 0158 _0053 0431 oo
Pacific ......-..... L029 355 -0.200 0.071  -0.48  -0.096 -0177 ~0149 —pas
\ ) 63 57
\‘l
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Table XVIIL Correlation of Federal Reveriue Per Pupil, by State, Region, ang the Nation.

= Eorrelation With

-

. State Amount %+/=/ weayp  Effors © Urbanization Envollment 5 Black s Span. Poverty
AlZBAME .o e nvvnconnooe 1.430 -362 -0.252 0213  -0.292 -0453 ~,0.045 -0.008  0.447
ALASKR o cs e o e 1.s89 285  0.330 0.124 0.496 0.282 0.296 -0.318
ALZONA oo v v e eovunsnnnsnn 1196 122.7 -0.406 0.192  -0411 186 -0.000 -0.082 0.721
ATKENSAS o0 ovvovancvnnncen 1767 714 -0307 0099 - 0.146 ~0.119 0,265
Califormia oo vevvnrvcnrese 0964 79.5 0.337, 0066  .<0.8W—_-0027 0.409 -0.042  0.392

1.104 ... 7.0 -0.135 -0.099 0.149 0.003 0.408 0.157 0.217

125.3 -0.206 -0.098  ° 0.408 0.384 0.547 0.348  0.817

-] 102.0 ~0.361 -0.002 0.025 0.318 0.611 0.632  0.689
i NP o 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0000  0.000

2 -0.037 0017 -0.135 0361 -0.112 0.599  0.042

. 3 -0.437 0151 -0.057 -0.232 0.287 039 0.423

i . .0 000¢ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.004 000  0.000
Idaho ...... S ) 781 -0.118 -0.267  -0.208 -0.227 0.418. -0.022  0.085
TBOIS o veveveornncanrnne 0.821 84.1 -0.257 0.158 0.364 ., 0669 0.643% 0.556  0.628

: 61.9 -0.227 0.092 0.213 0.185  0A476% 329 0516
333 -0.175 -0.032 0.042 0.182 o216 .[0.221  0.306
747 -0.324 -0.205 6.061 -0.036 0461 10.238 , 0.157
707 -0.638 0.407  -0.406 ~0375 -0.1a8 —0.293  0.665
53.0 -0.556 0379  -0.366 -0313 ¢ 0.360 -0.178  0.603
100.0 -0.241 -0.078 0.045 0.123 0.844 Oi“ 0.189
36.6 -0.225 0400 ,-0.089 -0.066 0,290 0.550 0.413
90.6 -0.278 -0.061 0.241 0.301 0.393 0.389  0.49%4

i 8§32 -0.141 0.075 0.533 0.746 0.807 0.154  0.692
MINNESOE . oo vornaseronsss 0. 979 -0203 0009  -0.003 -. 0185 0.253 0.850 ., 0458
MiSSISEIPP1 + o« e oo v or e s e o 1759 621 -0.502 0.333  =0.21r -0.282 0.436 0.090 0.572 -
Y 0.849 1143 -0.169 0.235  -0.150 -0.043 0,209 O'é,” , 0.342
MONLANA - ot e vbnevrsers " 1305 ‘117.4 -0.137 -0.129 0.379 0.508 0.686 0.024 i 0.180
NEDEAIKE = o v o v veanrnnsnns 0772 1004 -0.179 -0216  -0.008 _0230 -0.257 0.047 ' 0.018
NeVadd o o' vvvoonvnornaces 1323 382 -0.572 0015  -0.408 0.346°  0.538 - 0.261 , 0.547
New Hampshize . ... .ccc---- 0672 1194 -0.058 -0.372 0148 - 0232 . 0.855. °0517  0.231

; .
Newlersey .. voeovncneene 0:672 1462 -0523 0.272 0.394 _  0.642 0.769 0,537  0.809
New MEXICO o v v vosnnnns 2198 162 -0363 0.227  -0.406 -0.33% 375 -0.025  0.602
NEW YOTK +vvvvoevecrnnocs 0.922 833  0.189 -0.427 0.714 0.689, 831 - 0.685 0739
North Caroling . ....c.o--cxe 1362 S1.1 -0.703 0384  -0.375 -§.367 0.492 .0160  0.807
North Dakota . . . covo.v- - " 1269 875, -0230 -0.53  -0.025 0.444 0.258 0.155 -0100 .
N o . %

OBIO vv o vnaecrneeenas 0,725 152.6 -0.038  0.468 0.236 0,267 0.311 0.0I2 0323 .
OKIZhOME .. vv e v cocvvoons 0969 107.9 -0.434 0485 0284 -0.300 0.089 1©.238  0.282
OregON v v vvvvrnes- T 0761 661 0.039 -0.319 0.263 0.490 0.537 0.469  0.293
Pennsylvania .........--- " 0712 967  0.059 0.230 0.635 0.875 0.901 0.493  0.387
Rhodelstand .. ....coouveees 0.956 97.2 -0.082 0.181 -0.128 - 0.0 0.613 0.705  0.639-

A : South Carolina . ... ---. ».. 1538 487 _0.656 -0.228  -0.327 ~0.145 0.718 0162 0741

. South Dakota ........ Ut Y3sp 1355 -0.572.-0.480 0174 -0.189 0.558 0.275 0482 i
Tennessee .. ...ceoacoon- 13231 s02 -0.644 0.117 0.344 50431 -0.03 -0.324 . 0738
TEXAS oo evvnvvnncenaronen 1124 , 98.8 -0375 -0.274  -0092 “0.224 -0.128 0,387  0.351
UEah oo v v evvvaaeenns s... 0896 469 -0.097 0.07% - ~-0.250 -0.443 0.420 0,194  0.062
VETTMONE o v v v evvvonnre .. 0.621 951 -0035v 0.226 0.041 _0.046 -0.096 -0.128  0.222
VISgnia « oo vever- oo “t 1516 480  0.288 0.101 0121 - 0572 -0.183 0.548  0.051
Washinglon ... «..eocoecoes 1088 1854 -0.153 ~0.197  -0.140 -0.077 0.045 0.050  0.188
West VITGINIa . oo covverrons 1531 69.9 -0.500 0.327  -0378 v_0.211 0.013 -0.303 . 0.542
WIiSCONSIM .+ o v v vaveccnenses 0.572 579 -0.345 0.396 0.055 0,445 0.448  0.205 ~. 0.502
WYOMIDE o oo v vvv v voenrene 0720 1251 -0264 0.072 -0136 - 0.1 0.146 0.144" 0.610
- |
US.Total +oomm wcevronnns 1.000 90.2 =0.272 -0.108 0.031 0.163 0.362 0)170  0.476
NewEngland . .ocovvoro-vee 0.664 103.9 -0233 -0.056 0190  0.220 0.369 209 - 0.488
R Mid AUZNGC « - c oo v v errrnns 0.805 93.7 0,002 0.000 0.633 0.564 0.816 €.567 0.7%
SoutfAtlantic . .....- ae oo L3790 517 -0.188 0123  -0.078 0.099 0271 0227 03§
ES. COMtral o oovecevrc sone- 1502 57.9 -0519 0.69  -0.325 -0.360 0,131 ~-0.125  0.621- -
W.S. Central " 3179 901 -0362 0018  -0193 -p.235 0.044 0.245™ - 0.37
E.N. Contral . 0.695 1062 -0.079 0.208 0.295 0.419 0.482 .0.247 452
W.N. Central . 0.868 100.1 -0.211 -0,093 -0.052 0.012 0171 0.123 0331
Mountain .o o« s+ 1243 962 -0315 0.084  >0.157 ~0.070 0.098 0.206 , 0.574
Pacific .. ... © 0990 101.7 .-0240 -0.059  -0.028 -0.012 0.256 -0.037+ 0,273
. 58. . . :
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- much more than the average Federal education as-
sistance, scores the lowest on every resource measure
except teachess per pupil, on which it 15 about equal
with™Utah. It is true that Alabama 1s a puor State, but
as Table XIX shows. 1t is far from the poorest -
(Arkansas, Louistana, Mississippt. and South Carolina
score lower on the measure of wealth, Mississipp 15
much lower). Alabama scores the lowest of 4l the
States on the measure of effort (which allows for
variations in wealth) -

ingly. only 1n five States 1s it posstive. Thus, it appears

-
At the other extreme is New
scores the highest of all States on ¢

%Jrk State. which

and

O&aﬂ the

resource measures except the two measuring staff per
pupl It 15 surpassed on these measures only by the
rurat States Vermont and Kansas and by the District of
-Columbia. Furthermore, New York provided that high
level of resources with less than average Federai
assistance. and 1t 1 not the wealthiesr State. Conne.j1-
cut, llhnoss, and New Jersey score hugher on wealth,
and four or five’others are quite close tu New Yorh's
level
A comparison of the wealth and effurt scores of the
States in Table XIX reveals that the States with lhigher
wedlth scores also tend to have ‘ngher etfort scures In
fact, the unweighted coefficient of Jorrelation between ™
the two measures across States 1s S6 At first ths
result mught suggest that the effort measure has not
properly controlled for wealth. On more _aretul
examination. however.: the effort measure appears to
be performing quite well. and an interesting phenome-
~  non comes* to hight Table XX shows the correlation

between wealth and effort within each Stare Surpris-" 10 permit variations due to efforf(. ’ -
. . ~
; . ) _ ) .
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that the wealthier distncts within most States tend to
exert lesy effort even tholigh they provide tnore
resuurces {(see Table XV). When the wealth of an entire
State 15 higher, on the other hand, effort tends to be
higher also. These facts may indicate that State
education sy ctems have a sigmificant effect on the level
ot resources offered by therr districts, and that
wealthier distncts do not depart from the norm of
thewr States as much as they could afford to. These
phenomena are “of course at the heart of the school
tinance issue and require further study.

The analy sis shows that, n 1969-70, there was not
as much variatiun in resource distribution as 1s some-
umes thought One commonly used measure, the ratio
of highest spending to lowest spending district 1n a
State. indicates disparities 1n some States of 10.1 or
more When the analysis controls for district size and
zrade-level coverage, the dispantty ratio of the hughest
1o the lowest decle 1s less than 2 | Furthermore.
zn'equahl) within States accounts for only half of the
total. the remainder bemng due to variations among
States Within-State vanation 1s not very strongly
related to minonty or poverty populations, but 1s
related to wealth and to effort. The vanations within
States due to wealth are chiefly in the upper 10 or 20
pervent of the population. Whether or not -these
vanations with welath are sufficient to represent
mnequality “of educational opportumity must be based
on judgment - as to the disadvaptage to the children
affeted as well as to the extent to which 1t 1s desire
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Table XIX. Socicecongfhic Status by State, Region, and the Nation.

-

-

State Wealth Effgn Urbanization Enrollments % Black % Span. % Poverty -
; . Mean % +/— Mean % +/- Mean % +/— Mecan % +/— Mean % +/- Mean %+/— Mean % +/-
* Alabama . ......... 39.09 10.2 9.84 19.7 1.18 92.2 22777 106.8 24.1 639 04 759 209 325
Alaska ... ... .0 5390 9.3 22./42 17.0 0.55 43.3 16502 767 2.7 585 2.2 37.9 6.4 869
ARZIONZ .« .+ e o v ee- a8.66 18.7 1457 183 173 514 11757 98.5 3.0 168.1 184 73.7 11.6 76.8°
Arkansas . « ... .o - e 37.52 1.4 11.51 14.1 0.88 109.8 5950 128.6 20.2 91.2 05 91.3 24.0 46.6
~ California . ...%vec0. 5214 ,17.0 16.00 154 2.06 40.1 111789 196.8 5.9 123.7 14.0 627 8.1 48.0
* Colorado . « vos .. 4672 12.7 16,29 124 1.74 57.5 33789-103.9 2.5 144.8 10:% ~82.3 8.1 528
Connecticut . . ... ... 58.28 16.1 15.00 33.8 1.75 58.7 10002 76.2 5.1 152.3 2.2 102.0 4.8 63.1
i Delaware . . .......: 49.45 17.7 15.87 10.9 1.41 66.8 8017 55.1 13.7 102.2 1.1 535 8.1 628
Dist. of Col. . .. .... 51.82 0.0 19.82 0.0 3.00 0.0 147609 0.0 71.1 0.0 2.1 00 11.6 00
Flonda .......-. 48.28 12.1 15.21 9.7 1.46 484 90952 85.3 15.9 47.2 6.4 130.6 13.1 39.1
» Georgiza........... 44,54 14.6 11.35 114 1.19 84.6 29607 117.6 25.7 629 0.6 752 17.6 528
Hawaii ........... 48.49 0.0 1266 0.0 279 0.0 179364 0.0 1.1 0.0- 3.1 00, 6.3 0.0.
Idaho . evvive o v e 42.85 8.1 12.50 13.2 0.74 106.6 6545 105.4 0.3 293.6 28 994 104 33.7
Ibnois 63.47 26.0 16.12 17.3° 1.85 53.1 143049 163.9 0.6 1339 3.0 95.8 6.6 58.9
Indiana .. - ... .49.78 10.2 12.85 16.2 1.42 1785 20556 148.1 7.2 1722 1.3 226.2 6.8 40.0
10W2 «v - mev oo 50.16 7.1 17.71 12,3 1.00 106.4 7900 148.8 1.0 188.6 0.6 123.2 7.8 39.3
Kansas .. ... L. 4577 11.6 17.45 215 1.22 939 16926 130.6 4.4 1394 23 969 8.6 44.8
Kentucky ..... T 43.09 15.6 12.49 101 0.91 108.6 20532 145.7 6.3 130.4 0.3 1158 20.1 68.2
. Louisiana ..... , 38.36 11.4 16.00 13,5 1.38 75.4 36833 940 31.0 44.4 1.7 96.5 236 450
Mane ... ... S0 8280 113 1592 346 075 1227 3258 93.7 0.3 455.8 041422 10.1 49.6
Maryland . ..... .5347 155 16,72 10.0 1.68 34.5 114524 56.4 17.4 952 14 ©4.3 7.5 653
Massachuesetts . "%3.54 14.5 1810 23.2 1.76 54.6 16330 161.3 2.5 1903 1.0 789.2 5.3 497
Michigan . ......... 50.41 14.3 19.05 17.1 1.54 68.5 45655 197.7 9.5 167.5 1.3 879 6.4 53.6
Minnesots .. .... 48.64 153 18.82 15.5 .35 77.2 14387 1338 0.6 217.3 06 110.1 7.5 794
Mississippr . . . .- - 35.59 11.6 11.88 11.5 0.63 1355 JAs 119.3 38.5 4§.4 0.4 1268 326 414
, " Missourr Lol 49,11 26.6 14.54 11.1 1.17 775 11152 150.2 5.6 184.7 0.8 104.2 10.6 82.1
Montanz ... .. ...46.18 115 14.78 16.8 1.19 89.4 4935 100.6 0.2 183.2 13 594 89 52.6
Nebraska .. . ....4501 10.7 14.45 22.4 1.47 79.1 18810 128.6 2.7 158.8 1.6 123.8 8.0 63.1
© Nevada . .. 50.10 4.6 1536 120 1.73 412 47379 59.5 5.7 67.2 5.6 22.3 64 248
New Hampshire .. . 48.99 10.7 14.79 28.5 0.96 107.5 "4115 101.3 0.4 2338 0.4 86.8 5.6 33.1
New Jersey ... .. 57.22 187 16.11 169 171 474 10949 155.4 9.4 1589 3.8 161.0 5.5 83.8
New Mextco .. ...40.49 127 1545 19.1 1.24 86.5 28906 118.5 1.8 97.3 379 54.7 201 568
New York . . .... .. 55.26 16.0 22.92 15.8 1.92 55.1 361954 1422 9.3 101.7 6.3 110.4 73 513
North Carolina .~ 44.51 13.2 12.50 107 0.82 115 7 .18259 113.6 23.8 587 04 J49.5 177 513
s NorthDakota .. .. 45.50 8.2 14.38 157 0.72 117.5. 4382 101.0 0.1 307.7 0.2 1539 104 57.8
.Ofho ...... ... 58127 13 1520 17.7 156 71.3 25804 161.0 7.9 1444 09 -192.0 6.8 54.7
Oklahoma C007 4290 119 11.46 33.2 -1.49 755 2289771314 6.7 100.7 1.5 109.7 12,8 4919
Oregon - ... - .50.72 106 17.38 16.3 1.36 785 17530 146.2 1.0 184.2 1.7 85.1 7.9 40.0
Pennsylvania . . .. 47.78 142 18.01 138 137 79.7 42114 217.1 6.4 1769 08 110.3 7.0 50.5
Rhodelsland . . ... S51.80 46.5 14.54 138 1.91 47.5 10404 76.5 2.1 147.2. 0.7 76.8 69 46.2
South Caroling ... . 8839 9.3 12.17 24.3 0.73 93.7 19396 98.9 30.7 45.6 0.4 123.1 209 46.5
South Dakota . 44.07 8.0 13.77 173 0.73 125.1 4965 127.1 0.3 3940 0.5 1554 133 -610
Tennessce .. . 43.86 13.1 10,57 139 119 943 38102 124.1 159 935 0.4 84.2 188 43.6
- Texas ... ... 4932 20,2 11.23 16.7 2.01 329 46046 149.7 11.8 99.8 199 117.8 159 58.7
. Ctah .... ......- 44.93 8.6 14.53 I3 1.68 521 27242 76.9 0.5 1514 3.9 53.8 1.9 317.2
vermont ... ....49.05 101 18.10 52.8 0.36 H8.] 611 110.9 0.1 303.5 0.6 147.0 7.3 474
. Virgania ", .. - .. "7 4777 200 13.41 152 122 95.0 30873 118.7 18.1 89.1 1.0 96.1 136 67.5
Washmngton .. . . 54.39 14.2 16.1% 20.5 1.45 722 20834 124.4 1.6 1559 2.4 169.5 6.9 58.7
Wwest Virgnia . ... 42.64 11.8 13.92 10.¢ 0.62 108.1 16087 97.8 4.0 105.3 0.4 77.5 185 454
| Wisconsin ... .. . S1.18 18.0 18.¢6 12.0 L39 815 22819 177.6 2.5 2020 0.9 ¥2.7 = 64 625
Wyomung ...... 4514 g5 18.74 18.5 065 49.8 6260 94,1 0.8 131.1 5.6 788 8.5 324
+
US Total ...... 4980 20.2 1572 265 1.53 69.9- 71902 276.5 10.3 1365 4.6 202.8 10.6 80.3
New Lngland - ... .. 5321 16.5 16.60 .30.0 1.58 664 11365 161.4 2.7 201.1 1.2 1251 °S.8 59.0
Mid Adantic . ... . 5323 17.6 19.98 21.3 1.70 620 189085 209.7~8.4 136.2 4.0 148.1 6.8 57.4
South Atlantic ~ . . . 46.49 17.0 13.8} 19.0 1.21 81.8 51396 120.0 21.2 78.5 . 1.9 2339 149 §9.4
- |.S.Central .. .-... 40.80 152 11.08 169 1.01 1043 24419 1421 20.2 89.7 0.3 99.6 22.3 52,
WS.Central ...c.. 4526 21.2 12.21 239 1.71 65.6 37487 153.1 157 952 12.2 165.2 17.8 627
EN.Central oo .- 53.86 21.6 16,30 209 1.59 68.1 58196 234.6 8.3 159.5 1.6 1454 6.6 54.6
W.N.Central ... ...4809 174 16.62 20.6 1:18 889 12233 147. 2.6 240.5 0.9 14332 89 71.5
Mountain .... ...4576 14.3 15.03 17.1 1.49 66.5 -23097 121.0 2.0 174.9 13.0 120.0 10.5 72.7
. Pacific o0l 52.23 16.1° !6.07 169 1.94 47.6 94277 208.2 4.9 1387 11.2 829 7.9 49.1
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Table XX. Correlation between Wealth and Effort, for States
! State 1 State 1
Alabama ,....... ... - ~40 Montana ......... .. ... »~.19
Alaska ............... -45 Nebraska ............. -.51 .
Arizona ....,........., =19 Nevada............ ... -:29
Arkansas . ..., ......... -.32  New Hampshite . *..... .. 40
California ...,......... -.13 NewlJersey ............ -.20
Colorado ............. -.10  NewMexico .........." -.63 ! .
- Connecticut ., ....,.... -.09 NewYork ............. -.51 .
Detaware . .,,......... . =41 Nortth Carolina . ., ... ., .. ~.49
Dist.ofCol. ........... .t North Dakota ........,. 12
Florida............... =37 Ohio :............... .05
Georgia ........... . -.15 Oklahoma ............. -.19
Hawaii ............... =+ Oregon............... ~.54 *
ldaho .., ... .. ....... ~.38  Pennsylvania ., ... P |
Mioisgr . ... ........ -.10 Rhodelsland ........... -.00
Indana .. ....... .. - 05  SouthCarohna.......... 34 ’
Towa ................ -.07 South Daketa ........,. -.02
Kansas ......... .. .... ~44  Tennessee . ... .., o -.04 Y
Kentu,cky ............. ~41 Texas ..... .......... -.16 ‘
Lowsiana . ,.......... ~.65 Utah ............... . =53
Mame..... ., ....... -.14 Vermont .............. .34 L
Maryland , .. .. . .. . .. - =51 Vugmia .. ........... . -.31
Massachusetts . ., .. ... -.06  Washington ............ -.16
Michigan . . . ., .. R -06 WestVirgina ........... —44
Mmnesota . ... . ... .. . -~ “TI59 Wiscons ... ... .. .. “.. =42
Mussissippr . .. .. ... . ..., =307 Wyommg ............. - 16
Missouri . ... ... ..., . -.15 S
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. ‘NOTES TO SECTION V .
| This number was'reduced to 4,556 m the present siydy. ELSEGIS Part A (staff) or Part B

(finance) data was missing for 154 districts; one district reported no teachers; another reported
no salary dollars; and four reportéd negative or Zero local revenue. The reader is referred to the

SDEL 3 Users Manual (available from NCES) on Census/ELSEGIS. / P e

* H
<

-~ . 2. Incomputing national or State norms, as well as other statistics, data from each district in the
N sample are weighted by an appropriate inflation factor to correct for variations in sampling
probability. Since our sample was limited only to districts included in both the Part Aand Part B
o data, we weighted by the greater of the Part A cr Part B inflation factor, as hsted in the
Census/ELSEGIS phase V techmcal documentaion. ’

3. Professional instructional staff salanes averaged 5462 per pupil. out of a total current
nontransportation kudget] of, $702 per pupd. Census/ELSEGIS does not separate teachers’
. sg;lanes from this figure.| Tedchers. however, comprise about 88 percent of the professional
v . wistructional staff. so_that an estimate of $407 per pupil for tedchers’ salaries seems reasonable.

4

& e

4. This category inclugles classroom. teachers, principals, assistant principals, supervisors of
mnstruction, teachers pf the homebound, librarians, guidance staff,- psychological staff, and
audiovisual staff. Data on degree level of teachers 1s not given stparately. oy

-
.

5. Since these averages were denved from a lapge but somewhat non-statistical samplethey are
not in perfect agreement with Census/ELSEGIS ggregate salary data. The national average staff
salary denved by applying these averages 1o actual distributions of staff by degree level (from
Census/ELSEGIS) was 102.8 percent of the true national average staff salary, as determined
entirely from Tensus/ELSEGIS. This dxscfepancgy 1s not considered to be significant.

6. A district was classified as *'suburban SMSA™ if 1t was located in a SMSA, was not the*cgnter
aty, and at least 50 percent of its population resided. in urbanized arc:g/lt was- classified as
“other urban® if 1t was not 1n a SMSA. and at least 50 percent of 1ts population was in urbamized
areas. Districty with less than 50 percent of population 1n urbanized areas’were, classified as

“rural®. .
sl . - -
7. The mine regions used 1n this study are .
N M
* , v bl
New England \id Atlantic South Atlantic - Egst South Centtal”
Connecticut . New Jersey Delaware Alabama .
Maine New York District of Columbia Kentucky . .
Massachusetts Pennsytvania _ tlonda . * Massissippt
New Hampshire Geotgia . * Tennessec
. Rhode Istand . Maryland
Vermont ' North Carolina -t
South Carolina . .
Vyugima .+
~. o West Viginia = .,
" West South Central  Eas North Cenvsal  West North Céntral - Mountaie . Pacific
Arkansas , Indiana lowa Arizona Alaska
Lovisiana - Ithnois % Kansas ' Colorado California
' Oklahoma Michigan Minnesota fdaho - Hawaii
Texas ~ Ohio ’ wMisou}}; Montana Oregon
( Wisconsin * Nebraska | Nevada Washington
North Dakota New Mexico
2 e seeen 4 e enmes mamma  sams eves South Dakota titah
. 62 T - - . Wyoming
o ' o
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‘ 8. These ratios are giveh in the folmgiable. . . -k
» : . _" - .
Region - Center City/SMSA Suburban - Other Urban - Rural
New England  * 1.04 "4 .90 . .88
* Mid Atlantic 1.20 114 ! 1.05 - " .1.00
South Attantic 199 v 104 : 934 83
East South Central L .89 T .89 - 77 75
. West South Central .83 . ; .78 .76 75
East North Central 1.18 . ¢ 1.06 .99 . 91
West North Central 1.04 I 99 93, S 82
“+ . Mountain . . 99 Sl a3 89 83
. Pacific : 1,25 1.21 1.11 .92

* -« 3, L . !

9. The proceduwd was factor analysis. 'Sevepi’ forms were used. The most appropriate
appeared to be prinitipal factor without iteration. The resulting normalized weights for the five
measures are .22176, .20827, .22372, 25703, and .23167, respectivély. This factor accounted

- for 76,2 percent of the total variance in these 'meésures. .

"

~ i1 o, . [ 2 .
!, 10. It has a correlation with the compostte of :96. - -

3

< -
ad A

* 11. The norm N for a district in the ith size category with a proportion p elerge
was definedgas N = A; +B; (p - ¢;), where A; is the average resource level
resource level in elementary districts minus the_average in secondary distri tsfand ¢ is the »
average proportion elementary enrollment jn districts n she.it® size category. oV -

» . v
‘./_i-j 12. The EPV data was coliected by the Office of the Assistant Seg-erary for Planning and
F Evaluation and merged by the eontragtor with the Census/ELSEGIS file. - o

»

" " 13. Both Fer-capita income and per-pupil incamte were included since both affect abﬂif«y to pay.
They aremot two measures of the same quantity. Their correlation is surprisingly low: r = .34,
v -y ¥ *

* _14. The initial procedure answh&abili%-p%ndcx-wmmcal ‘correlafion,

Y

where the first set of variables consisted of the four variables mentioned plus EPV per capita. The .
second set _consisted of the first four resource Mmeasures and local revenug~EPV per capita
} ] : contributed‘vqry little to' the analyses and was deleted from the first ?(?his resulted in an
analytically suitable index. For mntuitive reasons, however, z new indeX was computed which
ptoved .equally’ acceptable analytically. It was produced by a regression of the four variables in

™ “the first ‘set above on local revenye. The resulting normalized weights are .37454, 46501,
-31605, and .13743, respectively, which produce the percentage coptributions cited in the miih
text.'” | : ' : ,

- - “]
15. Initially, each’ center city/SMSA is -assigned the value 3, each suburban/SMSA district is »
assigned thé value 2, and other districts the value 1 This initial value is then multiplied by the
pescent urban population of the district. The possible.score ranges for each urban type are
thercfof¥ (see footnote 6): ’ - .
" T CenterCity/SMSA  1.5-3.0
. . . Suburban/SMSA 1.0-2.0
. Other Urban S5-1.0 .
- ' o, Rural ) 0- .5 -

-

- 16. To'cdlculate the Gini index the population groups (in this case the schoo| population in e
v district) are sorted in order of incréasing per-pupil resource levels. The cumulative resource level
' t(p) up through any fraction p of the’population can then be calculated simply by summing

v . v ”
~ . . v

' : , ' B - G
. Yoy 69\~ ¥ %
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to bring the state up to the national norm. Tthltiplicative adjustment seems more appropriate”

since, e.g., it preserves variation, whereas the

itive adjustmient does not. It should'bé ppinted

, out that the procedure mentioned in the preceding two foofnotes was impljcitly an additive one.’
That was more appropriate for the purpose ihter)ded there. But this means that the figures in

~ Tables VII and following for variation will not
basis of the percentages ‘in the preceding two
methods, -

Ve

L + '

-

correspond with what would be expected on the
tables.?rc different purposes required different

23. For this table, the deciles refer to pupils in those deciles-for their State;e.g., the 0-10 deciie

- range refers to the.aggregation over all States of the

10 percent of pupils receivipg the least in

their State, Thus pupils in, say, Mississippi who receive only 95 percent ofythe national average

resources would be included in the 90-100 decile range, since they receive
P L4

I‘e?than do 907 " S~

percent of pupits 1 Mississippi. * . .
24. 1t is possible for the variance to increase after a multiplicative adjustment towards the mean: Y
this would not be possible after an additive adjustment. .
bl 2
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, to bring the state up to the national norm. Th Itiplicative adjustment seems more appropriate”  ~

singce, e.g., it preserves variation, whereas the itive adjustnient does not. It should be ppinted

. out that the procedure mentioned in the preceding twd foofnotes was impljatly an additive one.’

That was more appropriate for the purpose intended there. But this means that the figures in
~ Tables VI and following for variation will not correspond with what would be expected on the
basis of the percentages’in the preceding two tables.?rc different purposes required different
methods. , - ) . o
q .
23. For this table, the deciles refer to pupils in those deciles-for their State;e.g., the 0-10 deciie
«range refers to the-agg,regatﬁon over all States of the 10 percent of pupils receivipg the least in

their State. Thus pupils in, say, Mississippi who receive only 95 percent of{thg national average

+ ' -

Id be included in the 90-100 decil . si h i -than do 907 ° '
resources would be -included in the ecile rangcj. §mc<:. they receive 3 an do \

percent of pupils in Mississippr. . .
24. It is possible for the variance to increase after a multiplicative adjustnlent towards the mean;
this would not be posible after an additive adjustment. .
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